SAN  FRANCISCO  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

lllllllllllllllll 

3 1223  11168  3562 


SAN  FR/.i'iC^CO 
PUBLIC  Llbi-.ARV' 


FY 1993-94 


IN  THE  NINE-COUNTY  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

SECTION  9 

SECTION  3-FIXED  CUIDEWAY 
SECTION  3-BUS 

AND  STP-CMAQ  TRANSIT  FUNDS 


D 

REF 

388.4097 

C12879U 

1993/94 


DEADLINE  FOR  COMMENTS: 
FRIDAY,  SEPTEMBER  3, 1993,  5PM 


draf'*’ 


TROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 

P.  BORT  METROCENTER  • 101  EIGHTH  STREET  • OAKLAND,  CA  94607-4700  • 510/464-7700  • TDD/TTY:  510/464-7769 


MTC  COMMISSIONERS 


EDWARD  R.  CAMPBELL 

ALAMEDA  COUNTY 

E.  WILLIAM  WITHROW 

CITl ES  OF  ALAMEDA  COUNTY 

/AARYCRIFFIN 

SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 

JANE  BAKER-  CHAIRPERSON 
CITIES  OF  SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 

KAREN  KUNZE 

MARIN  COUNTY 

FRED  NEGRI 

NAPA  COUNTY 


TOM  H5IEH 

CITY ANDCOUNTYOF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RUBIN  GLICK/AAN 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MAYOR 

THOMAS  M.  POWERS 

CITIES  OF  CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY 

SHARON  j.  BROWN 

CITl  ES  OF  CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY 


EXECUTIVE  STAFF 


LAWRENCE  D.  DAHMS 

EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


JAMES  T.  BEALL,  JR. 

CITl  ES  OF  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY 

ROD  DIRIDON 

SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY 

JAMES  SPERING 

SOLANO  COUNTY 

PETER  C.  FOPPIANO 

SONOMACOUNTY 

DIANNE  MCKENNA  - VICE  CH Al  R 

ASSOCIATION  OF 

BAY  AREA  GOVERNMENTS 

ANGELO  J.  SIRACUSA 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  CONSERVATION 
AND  DEVELOPMENTCOMMISSION 

PRESTON  W.  KELLEY 

STATE  BUSINESS,  TRANSPORTATION 
AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 

GORDON  H.  MCKAY 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING 
AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

WILLIAM  P.  DUPLISSEA 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT 
OF  TRANSPORTATION 


WILLIAM  F.  HEIN 

DEPUTY  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


FRANCIS  CHIN 

GENERAL  COUNSEL 


FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 
FY  1993-94  PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
FOR  SECTION  9,  SECTION  3 FIXED  CUIDEWAY,  SECTION  3 BUS, 
AND  STP-CMAQ  FUNDS 

WITHIN  THE  NINE-COUNTY  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 


PREPARED  AND  PUBLISHED  BY: 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 
JOSEPH  P.  BORTMETROCENTER 
101  EIGHTH  STREET 
OAKLAND,  CA  94607 


The  preparation  of  this  document  was  financed,  in  part,  from  crants  received 
FROM  THE  United  States  Department  of  Transportation,  through  its  Federal 
Highway  Administration  and  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration. 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 


MTC  WISHES  TO  THANK  THE  TRANSIT  OPERATORS  LISTED  BELOW 
FOR  TH  El  R ASSISTANCE  AND  COOPERATION  IN  DEVELOPING  THIS 
PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS.  THEY  WILL  BE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  ITS  SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION. 


SAN  FRANCISCO/OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 

A LAM  E D A-CO  NT  RA  CO  STA  TRAN  S I T D I STR I CT 
SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  (CALTRAIN) 
CENTRAL  CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
GOLDEN  GATE  BRIDGE,  H IGH WAY 6. TRANSPORTATION  DISTRICT 
LIVERMORE/A/AADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 
SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
CITY  OF  VALLEJO 

WESTERN  CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 

CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  (CALTRAIN) 
SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

ANTIOCH/PITTSBURC  URBANIZED  AREA 

FAIRFIELD  URBANIZED  AREA 

CITY  OF  FAIRFIELD 

NAPA  URBANIZED  AREA 

CITY  OF  NAPA 

SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 

CITY  OF  SANTA  ROSA 
COUNTY  OF  SONOMA 

VACAVILLE  URBANIZED  AREA 


3 1223  11168  3562 


FY  1993-94 

FTA  Program  of  Projects 
In  the  Nine-County  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
for  Section  9,  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway, 

Section  3 Bus,  and  STP-CMAQ  Transit  Funds 

Table  of  Contents 

Page 

I.  Introduction  1 

II.  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 

San  Francisco-Oakland  Urbanized  Area  5 

MTC  8 

AC  Transit  12 

BART  57 

CCCTA  68 

CalTrain  78 

GGBHTD  87 

LAVTA  95 

MUNI  96 

SamTrans  117 

Vallejo  118 

San  Jose  Urbanized  Area  124 

MTC  126 

CalTrain  130 

SCCTD  139 

Antioch-Pittsburg  Urbanized  Area  142 

Fairfield  Urbanized  Area  144 

Fairfield  146 

Napa  Urbanized  Area  151 

Napa  153 

Santa  Rosa  Urbanized  Area  154 

Santa  Rosa  156 

Sonoma  County  157 

Vacaville  Urbanized  Area  161 


Vacaville 


163 


Table  of  Contents  (Continued) 


III.  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  Program  of  Projects  for 
the  San  Francisco-Oakland  and  San  Jose  Urbanized 

Areas  167 

CalTrain  Maintenance  Facility  169 

MUNI  Metro  Turnback  172 

MUNI  LRV  Replacement  176 

IV.  Section  3 Bus  Program  of  Projects  for  the  MTC  Region 

MUNI  Trolley  Replacement  183 

Regional  ADA  Projects 

AC  Transit  188 

Alameda  County  194 

CCCTA  200 

LAVTA  208 

SF  MUNI  211 

SamTrans  215 

SCCTD  225 

Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  236 

GGBHTD  251 

Napa  261 

Santa  Rosa  264 

Sonoma  271 

Vallejo  278 

Vacaville  282 

WestCat  289 


Table  of  Contents  (Continued) 


Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  and  Congestion 
Mitigation  and  Air  Quality  (CMAQ)  Transit  Program 
of  Projects  292 

BART  Bay fair  Transit  Center  295 

LAVTA  Transit  Center  297 

AC  Transit  Center-Richmond  BART  300 

Napa  Consolidated  Transit  Service  Center  ...  311 

SCCTD  Tamien  Station  Child  Care  Center  ....  314 

SCCTD  County  Plan  Update  329 

SCCTD  Guadalupe  Double  Track  Design  331 

SCCTD  Suntan  Special  Study  332 

Translink  - AC  Transit  334 

Fairfield  Park  and  Ride  340 

SCCTD  Vasona  Juntion  Park  and  Ride  355 

San  Rafael  Transit  Center/Park  and  Ride  ...  358 

SCCTD  CalTrain  Station  Transit  Center  361 

BART  Hayward  Station  Transit  Center  363 

CalTrain  Locomotives  (3)  366 

AC  Transit  Center-El  Cerrito  BART  368 

AC  Transit  Center-Eastmont  Mall  370 

AC  Transit  Center-Newpark  Mall  370 

GGBHTD  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  Access  382 

Mountain  View  CalTrain  Station  Bike  Lockers  . 385 

East  Santa  Rosa  Transit  Station  Study  400 

West  Santa  Rosa  Transit  Station  Study  403 

Napa  3 Clean  Fuel  Buses  406 

BART  Transbay  Tube  Rehabilitation  409 

JPB  Ticket  Vending  Equipment  412 

LAVTA  Bus  Purchase  416 

Santa  Rosa  Clean  Fuel  Buses  419 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2015 


https://archive.org/details/urbanmasstranspo1993cali 


Federal  Transit  Act 
FY  1993-94  Program  of  Projects 
Of  All  Urbanized  Areas  in  the  San  Francisco  Bav  Area 
For  Section  9.  Section  3 Fixed  Guidewav.  Section  3 Bus 
Surface  Transportation  Program,  and 
Congestion  Mitigation-Air  Quality  Funds 


Introduction 

The  FY  1993-94  Program  of  Projects  (POP)  is  the  region's  spending  plan  for 
Federal  formula  funds  for  transit  projects.  The  Federal  formula  funds 
programmed  in  the  POP  are  Section  9 funds.  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  funds, 
Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  funds,  and  Congestion  Mitigation  - Air 
Quality  (CMAQ)  funds.  FY  1994  Section  3 Bus  projects  are  also  included  in  the 
FY  1993-94  POP  because  it  is  uncertain  at  this  time  whether  FY  1994  Section  3 
Bus  Discretionary  funds  will  be  appropriated  for  these  projects.  If  such 
funds  are  not  appropriated,  these  Section  3 Bus  projects  will  be  reevaluated 
and  programmed  in  the  FY  1994  Section  9 program,  as  appropriate. 

The  formula  funds  are  apportioned  to  the  region  like  a block  grant.  The 
Federal  transportation  program  Reauthorization  in  1982  established  this  block 
grant  program,  and  the  Reauthorization  in  1987  continued  the  block  grant 
program.  The  most  recent  Transportation  Reauthorization  of  1991,  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  and  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA),  expanded  the 
formula  programs  eligible  to  transit  projects.  The  ISTEA  created  the  STP  and 
CMAQ  categories,  which  are  open  to  projects  of  various  modes  including 
transit.  In  addition  to  maintaining  the  Section  9 program  as  a formula 
program,  the  ISTEA  also  changed  the  previously  discretionary  Section  3 Rail 
Modernization  Program  to  the  formula-driven  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  program. 
Transit  projects  programmed  in  FY  1993-94  for  STP,  CMAQ,  and  Section  3 Fixed 
Guideway  funding  must  now  also  be  contained  in  the  POP  with  the  Section  9 
program. 

The  designated  recipient  of  federal  formula  funds  is  required  by  federal 
statute  to  develop  a POP,  or  Program  of  Projects.  The  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  is  the  transportation  planning  agency  in  the 
nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  MTC  is  the  designated  recipient  for 
regional  STP  and  CMAQ  funds.  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  funds,  and  Section  9 
funds  in  the  San  Francisco  - Oakland  and  San  Jose  urbanized  areas.  By 
agreement,  MTC  acts  on  behalf  of  the  designated  recipient  (the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  California)  of  Section  9 funds  for  the  five  smaller  urbanized  areas 
in  the  region.  Thus,  MTC  has  developed  this  POP  for  all  transit  projects  in 
the  region,  and  has  done  so  in  cooperation  with  the  affected  transit  agencies. 

Projects  included  in  the  POP  are  programmed  to  maintain  or  improve  transit 
services  within  the  region.  Projects  include  the  purchase  of  replacement 
buses  and  equipment,  the  construction  of  new  facilities,  the  addition  of 
projects  to  benefit  disabled  patrons,  and  other  capital  projects  planned  to 
improve  the  capacity,  reliability,  and  safety  of  the  region's  public 
transportation  systems. 
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Process 


Each  year,  the  MTC  adopts  the  Transit  Capital  Priorities  Process  and 
Criteria.  The  process  and  criteria  are  the  rules,  criteria  and  schedule  for 
developing  the  region's  transit  capital  priorities.  As  defined  in  the  process 
and  criteria,  the  priority  setting  process  is  a cooperative  evaluation  of 
projects  by  MTC  and  the  individual  transit  operators.  The  result  of  this 
evaluation  is  a ranking  that  establishes  a regional  program  constrained  by 
anticipated  resources. 

As  a first  step  in  the  process,  operators  submit  capital  requests  to  MTC. 

These  operator  requests  are  developed  through  the  ongoing  short  range  transit 
planning  work  done  by  the  operators.  FTA  regulations  require  that  public 
transit  agencies  review  proposed  capital  improvement  programs  with  private 
providers  of  public  transportation  services. 

MTC  staff,  in  cooperation  with  agency  staff,  evaluate  and  score  all  new 
projects  using  the  appropriate  rules  from  the  adopted  criteria. 

Next,  projects  are  adopted  in  the  Transit  Capital  Priorities  and  are  then 
included  in  the  Transit  Element  of  the  federal  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP)  by  year,  over  the  period,  to  indicate  what  funding  will  be 
requested  from  the  federal  funding  agencies  for  transit  improvement. 

After  the  TIP  is  assembled,  the  POP  is  developed  for  all  Annual  Element  (first 
year)  capital  projects  and  operating  assistance  for  which  formula  funds  will 
be  requested.  These  Annual  Element  projects  are  shown  by  operator. 

Once  MTC,  as  the  metropolitan  planning  organization  (MPO)  for  the  region,  has 
endorsed  both  the  TIP  Transit  Element  and  the  Program  of  Projects,  it  can 
review  transit  operator  applications  for  the  Section  9 funds.  Those 
applications  for  programs  of  projects  which  are  found  consistent  with  the 
Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  can  then  be  forwarded  to  the  funding 
agencies  for  grant  approval. 

The  Program  of  Projects  is  based  on  an  estimated  federal  appropriation  for  the 
formula  funds  for  FY  1993-94,  plus  any  carryover  of  prior  year  funds.  In  the 
event  that  actual  appropriations  are  lower  than  what  MTC  has  estimated,  the 
formula  fund  programs  will  be  subject  to  reevaluation.  Cutbacks  may  reduce 
the  funding  for  some  projects  and  eliminate  others  from  the  program. 

The  distribution  of  Section  9 funds  for  operating  purposes  is  based  on  the 
most  recent  operating  limits  and  Section  9 factors.  If  the  FY  1993-94 
apportionment  update  the  factors,  the  distribution  will  be  adjusted 
accordingly. 

Program  Description 

This  Program  of  Projects  includes  projects  to  be  implemented  by:  the 

Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District  (AC  Transit);  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Rapid  Transit  District  (BART);  the  California  Department  of  Transportation 
(Caltrans);  the  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority  (CCCTA);  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge,  Highway  & Transportation  District  (GGBHTD);  the  Livermore  Amador 
Valley  Transit  Authority  (LAVTA);  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 


(SF  Muni);  the  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans);  the  Santa  Clara 
County  Transit  District  (SCCTD);  the  Cities  of  Santa  Rosa,  Napa,  Vallejo, 
Vacaville,  and  Fairfield,  the  County  of  Sonoma,  and  Western  Contra  Costa 
County  Transit  Authority  (WESTCAT). 

The  projects  are  listed  by  transit  operator  for  each  urbanized  area. 
Information  about  these  projects  has  been  furnished  to  private  transportation 
providers. 

The  Project  Justification  Worksheets  for  each  project  provide  the  following 
detailed  information: 

• the  name  of  the  implementing  transit  agency 

• the  project  name 

• the  project  description,  including  the  nature  of  the  project  and  the 
amount  and  kind  of  equipment  to  be  purchased,  or  the  location  and 
extent  of  construction  or  rehabilitation 

• a project  class  code  identifying  the  capital  items  involved  in 
standard  nomenclature 

• references  to  the  location  of  the  project  in  the  operator's  latest 
Short  Range  Transit  Plan  (SRTP)  and  MTC's  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP) 

• the  proposed  funding  for  the  project,  showing  sources  and  amounts  of 
federal  funds  and  required  local  match 

• any  prior  UMTA  funding,  with  both  sources  and  amounts 

• the  type  and  status  of  any  environmental  assessment 

• a private  sector  participation  compliance  checklist 

• the  planning  justification  for  the  project 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 


23-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


I Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 


$110,598,000 

m 

m£L52.8^W. 


[Section  9 Funds  Programmed: 


Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 Cumulative 

Federal  Federal 

Share  Share 


AC  Transit 

BART 

CalTrain 

CCCTA 

GGBHTD 

LA  VTA 

MUNI 

SamTrans 

Vallejo 


$6,401,890 

$0 

$716,477 

$1,605,404 

$1,567,832 

$554,311 

$7,065,199 

$1,383,092 

$873,257 


$20.167.462 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Total 

Project 

Cost 


MTC 

MTCOl  Caltrain  FEIS  Completion  (SF)  Commit.  $367,200  $20.534.662 


$91,800  $459,000 


AC  Transit 

ACOl  RepI  Buses  - 64  sml,  5 std 

AC06(93)  Transit  Centers  Devi 
AC07  Repl  Radio  System 

AC05  Repl  Fare  Collection  (Translink) 

AC  1 0 Repl/Upgr  Data  Proc. 

AC02  Service  Vehicles 

AC03  Facilities-Equip  Upgr 


14  $14,497,598 

10  $3,192,000 

10  $2,721,089 

10  $3,500,000 

10  $400,000 

9 $191,517 

9 $232.552 

$24,734,756 


$399,000 


$399,000 


$3,624,400 

$399,000 

$680,272 

$875,000 

$100,000 

$47,879 

$58.138 

$5,784,689 


$18,121,998 

$3,990,000 

$3,401,361 

$4,375,000 

$500,000 

$239,396 

$290.690 

$30,918,445 


■*  The  amount  programmed  in  the  FY  1994  portion  of  the  Capital  Priorities  List  will  be  adjusted  to  reflect  FY  1994 
apportionments  and  the  re-evaluation  of  §3  Bus  projects  if  FY  1994  §3  Bus  funds  are  not  forthcoming. 
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Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

BART 

BA 

ADA:Signage 

13 

$423,000 

$23,500 

$23,500 

$470,000 

BA25(93)  St.  & Gdwy  Rehab. 

9 

$2,841,495 

$710,374 

$3,551,869 

BA4I 

Rail  Replacement 

9 

$3,060,885 

$382,61 1 

$382,611 

$3,826,106 

BA42 

System  Rehabilitation 

8 

$3.750.000 

$468.750 

$468.7.50 

$4.687.500 

$10,075,380 

$874,861 

$1,585,234 

$12,535,475 

CCCTA 

CC05 

30  STD  Repl  Buses 

14 

$6,666,420 

$1,602,330 

$8,268,750 

CC08 

MIS  Replacement 

9 

$464,449 

$116,112 

$580,561 

CC17 

Repl.  Non-Rev.  Veh  (5) 

9 

$46.758 

$11.690 

$58.448 

$7,177,627 

$0 

$1,730,132 

$8,907,759 

CalTrain 

CT03 

Key  Stn  Access  (SF) 

13 

$3,121,200 

$780,300 

$3,901,500 

CT06 

Track  Rehab  (SF) 

13 

$4.590.000 

$573.750 

$573.750 

$5.737.500 

$7,711,200 

S70.233.625 

$1,354,050 

$573,750 

$9,639,000 

GGBHTD 

GG 

Larkspur  Ferry 

Commit. 

$3,443,411 

$860,853 

$4,304,264 

GGOl 

Repl  Buses  (34) 

14 

$8.999.222 

$2,176.918 

$11.)76.14Q 

$12,442,633 

SS2.676.25S 

$0 

$3,037,771 

$15,480,404 

MUNI 

MU19 

Metro  Access  Improvement 

14 

$960,000 

$53,333 

$53,333 

$1,066,667 

MU25 

ATCS 

14 

$14,000,000 

$1,750,000 

$1,750,000 

$18,700,000 

MU19 

Metro  Access  Improvement 

13 

$40,000 

$2,222 

$2,222 

$44,444 

MU3 

MAN  Artie.  Rehab. 

13 

$900,000 

$112,500 

$112,500 

$1,125,000 

MU19 

Metro  Access  Improvement 

9 

$772,800 

$42,933 

$42,933 

$858,667 

MU25 

ATCS 

9 

3,200,000 

$400,000 

$400,000 

4.000,000 

MU3 

MAN  Artie.  Rehab. 

9 

$600,000 

$75,000 

$75,000 

$750,000 

MU35 

Cable  Car  Rehab. 

9 

$179,400 

$22,425 

$22,425 

$224,250 

MU45 

LRV  Modifications 

9 

$2.247.800 

$280.975 

$280.975 

$2.809.750 

$22,900,000 

SI05.576.25S 

$2,739,389 

$2,739,389 

$29,578,778 

Valleio 

VL07 

Bus  Repl  14  STD  Veh 

14  $3,110,996 

$747,754 

$3,858,750 

VL07 

Bus  Repl  5 STD  Veh 

13  $1.111.070 

$267.055 

$1.378.125 

$4,222,066  SI09.79S.324 

$1,014,809 

$5,236,875 
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SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 
ETA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate):  $1 10,598,000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds:  $Q 

Total:  $no,598m 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

MIC 

MTCOl  Caltrain  FEIS  Completion  (SF)  Commit.  $367,200 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 


FY  1993-94 

Proposed  Proposed  Total 

State  Local  Project 

Share  Share  Cost 

$91,800  $459,000 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: $367,200 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Caltrain  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Complete  FEIS 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Long  Range  Planning 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $600,000 

(SJ:  $232,800)  (SF:  $367,200) 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %): 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $150,000 
(SJ:  $58,200)  (SF:  $91,800) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $750,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  N/A 
CEQA  STATUS:  N/A 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 
SOURCE : 

SOURCE:  Operator  Funds 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  l>age  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


These  funds  will  be  used  to  complete  the  EIS  for  the  Caltrain 
Downtown  Terminal  Relocation  Study  once  a fundable  set  of 
systemwide  Caltrain  improvements  and  a Downtown-San  Francisco 
connection  have  been  identified  by  MTC  and  the  JPB.  The  work  will 
involve  adding  to  the  EIS,  as  appropriate,  to  address  the  locally 
preferred  alternatives  that  will  be  carried  forward  into 
preliminary  engineering. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Caltrain  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
Operator:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Date:  7/16/93 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

I I I I I 


IMPLEMENTATION  FY  94  FY  FY  FY 

SCHEDULE:  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


TASK  1: 

Complete  EIS  X 


TASK  2: 


TASK  3: 


I “ I I 


I I I I I I 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  1994 

1 

FY 

1 

FY 

1 

FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

$600,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 

$150,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

$750,000 

I I 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
I Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate):  $110,598,000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds:  $0. 

Total:  $110,598,000 


FY  1993-94 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Net 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

AC  Transit 

$6,401,890 

$96,019,000 

$102,420,890 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

AC  Transit 

ACOl 

Repl  Buses  - 64  sml,  5 std 

$0 

14 

$14,497,598 

$3,624,400 

$18,121,998 

AC06(93)  Transit  Centers  Devi 

$0 

10 

$3,192,000 

$399,000 

$399,000 

$3,990,000 

AC07 

Repl  Radio  System 

$0 

10 

$2,721,089 

$680,272 

$3,401,361 

AC05 

Repl  Fare  Collection  (Translink) 

$0 

10 

$3,500,000 

$875,000 

$4,375,000 

ACIO 

Repl/Upgr  Data  Proc. 

$0 

10 

$400,000 

$100,000 

$500,000 

AC02 

Service  Vehicles 

$0 

9 

$191,517 

$47,879 

$239,396 

AC03 

Facilities-Equip  Upgr 

$0 

9 

$232.552 

$58.138 

$290.690 

$24,734,756 

$399,000 

$5,784,689 

$30,918,445 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$31,136,646 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93  - 94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ACl  - Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  64  30  Ft.  and  5 Standard  Sized 

Replacement  Vehicles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  56  thru  60  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $14,497,598  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  ( 20%)  $ 3,  624,400  Toll  Bridge  Revenue 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $18,121,99B" 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)  (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 

NO.  7005.1): 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

If  proper  references  to  the  above  questions  are  not  contained  in  the 
SRTP,  please  elaborate  under  a separate  heading  as  part  of  "12.  PLANNING 
JUSTIFICATION"  below. 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 

*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project 
at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other 
regional  transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced 
in  our  SRTP.  Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and 
through  a mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

The  District's  ongoing  Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  prescribes 
the  replacement  of  buses  and  smaller  revenue  vehicles  that  have 
exceeded  their  useful  life.  Smaller  revenue  vehicles  are  normally  28 
feet  long  or  less,  on  a modified  automobile  or  truck  chassis,  and  gas 
powered.  The  Program  establishes  an  acceptable  bus  life  of  12  years 
and  an  acceptable  smaller  revenue  vehicle  life  of  4 years.  These 
vehicle  lives  conform  with  the  Federal  Transportation  Administration's 
(FTA)  and  Region's  established  revenue  vehicle  life  spans.  The 
District's  program  identifies  those  revenue  vehicles  in  need  of 
replacement  each  year.  The  SRTP  presents  current  status  and  future 
replacement  needs  and  establishes  an  even  replacement  program  using 
the  established  life  spans. 

The  District  is  proposing  purchase  of  64  30  Ft.  and  5 Standard  sized 
replacement  buses  for  this  project  year,  FY  93-94  , for  an  estimated 
cost  of  $18,121,998 

The  revenue  vehicles  to  be  replaced  annually  have  exceeded  the  12 -year 
standard  and  have  a documented  history  of  maintenance  malfunctions. 
The  maintenance  history  of  the  revenue  vehicles  are  reviewed  annually 
to  determine  which  vehicles  should  be  replaced. 

AC  is  in  the  process  of  reviewing  its  Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement 
Program  as  a result  of  implementation  of  its  Comprehensive  Service 
Plan  (CSP)  and  community  requests.  The  Board  is  expected  to  approve 
a policy  in  FY  1993  regarding  the  Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program. 
Air  Quality  and  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  issues  will  also 
affect  this  replacement  program  as  the  District's  options  become 
further  defined. 

The  District's  peak  fleet  requirements  will  increase  as  the  Comprehen- 
sive Service  Plan  is  implemented.  Changes  to  the  configuration  of  the 
fleet  will  increase  the  number  of  revenue  vehicles  in  operation,  but 
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because  the  new  revenue  vehicles  will  be  smaller,  they  will  not  exceed 
the  total  fleet  capacity  now  in  place. 

The  attached  Bus  Replacement  List  will  be  updated  and  submitted 
annually  with  the  District's  Section  9 application.  This  schedule 
conforms  to  FTA  requirements  and  spare  ratios. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 
project.  However,  purchasing  replacement  buses  is  an  ongoing 
annual  project  that  the  operator  continues  to  assign  high 
priority. 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  it  will 
enable  the  District  to  maintain  a fleet  of  buses  that  is  safe, 
reliable  and  comfortable. 


2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system  produc- 
tivity and  efficiency  as  the  units  replaced  each  year  will  be 
those  that  have  shown  themselves  to  be  the  most  costly  of  the 
fleet  to  maintain  at  an  appropriate  service  level. 

3.  This  project  addresses  significant  regional  goals  or  policies 
as  the  new  buses  will  be  equipped  to  comply  with  ADA  and  Air 
Quality  requirements.  The  equipment  being  replaced  does  not 
meet  ADA  or  recent  Air  Quality  requirements 

4.  This  project  will  involve  the  replacement  of  revenue  buses  for 
maintaining  existing  service  according  to  a planned  replacement 
program  as  previously  noted. 


- 15  - 


►9 

►d  ►€ 

D H 1 

CO  h3 

CO 

a H 

CO  H 

H 

CO  M 

o rt 

►0  w 

O 

> 

» > 

W > 1 

H > 

2 > 

w > 

S ^ 

n 2 

O 

o o 

t-*  >< 

CO 

W CO 

t-<  CO  1 

O CO 

> CO 

<2  CO 

S CO 

a ^d 

H 

q o 

PI  H ^ 

►d  « 

H W J 

w 

» w 

w w 

O X 

w t-* 

> 

w > > 

2 W 

n 

<!  1 

2 

a 

f 

a 

2 S 

F 

n F 

w 

'nJ 

W 0^ 

• Ul  1 

50 

U) 

O to 

• M 

w 

CO  CO 

^ D 

fl) 

o •• 

> .. 

•• 

t-*  H 

.. 

w w 

O H 

0) 

H3  CO 

V 1 

o 

w a 

q 

woo 

O t-3 

H w 

Id  1 

CO 

CO 

2 2 

•• 

9. 

tjj  § 

o • • 

o q 

0> 

o » 

O 1 

CO 

Id 

►d 

s 2 

> 

n 

►€  O 

<o  50 

3 

2!  < 

O 1 

CO 

o 

w 

• 50 

H 

CO 

CO 

U)  VO 

^ w 

n 

M 1 

< 

o 

o 

H 

(D 

CO  1 

> 

CO 

< 

o 

n 

CO  1 

F 

• 

a 

(U 

1 

X 

CO 

■b^ 

3 

D. 

1 

1 

X 

o 

jO 

H X 

K 

1 

X 

K 

rv) 

> 

1 

X 

lO 

rv) 

VD 

V 

1 

X 

X 

to  VO 

U) 

V 

1 

X 

X 

u 

1 

1 

o 

o 

O 1 

o 

VD 

o 

1 

X 

U)  VO 

oo 

< 

1 

CX5 

0) 

1 

X 

O 

h-* 

1 

X 

1 

o 

X 1 

O 

X 1 

H X 

K 

X 1 

K 

X 1 

lO 

VO 

X 1 

to  VO 

X 1 

1 

X 1 

O 1 

VO 

X 1 

LJ  VO 

(J1 

O 1 

VO 

X 

1 

lO 

o 

1 

1 

1 

jO 

►*1 

1 

H X 

k; 

1 

1 

O 

VO 

1 

NJ  VO 

Ol 

1 

(J> 

1 

1 

O 1 

VO 

1 

U)  VO 

<Ti 

1 

1 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

1 

M X 

K 

1 

K 

1 

lO 

VO 

1 

to  VD 

1 

o> 

1 

1 

lO  1 

VO 

1 

CJ  VO 

'vj 

1 

1 

O 

1 

•c^ 

1 

1 

JO 

1 

(-  X 

K 

1 

K 

1 

lO 

VO 

1 

NJ  VO 

1 

vj 

1 

1 

O 1 

VO 

1 

tj  VO 

00 

1 

00 

1 

O 

1 

- 16  - 


Date:  March  1,  1993 

Project:  ACl  - REPLACEMENT  BUSES 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  93-94 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


AC  Transit  FY  93/94 
Captial  Improvement  Program 


REVENUE  VEHICLE  REPLACEMENT  SCHEDULE 


ToteJActiv* 

755 

50 

755 

53 

755 

56 

755 

81 

755 

63 

755 

TdiJ  ArbculAtMt 

54 

0 

54 

0 

84 

0 

84 

24 

50 

0 

50 

Totel  Stkndvd 

506 

50 

506 

53 

578 

56 

514 

32 

524 

57 

524 

ToteJ  24  PuMngara 

31 

0 

31 

0 

31 

0 

31 

25 

31 

5 

31 

Total  30  Foolara 

52 

0 

52 

0 

52 

0 

126 

0 

140 

0 

140 

Total  Conttngancy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Rm( 

755 

50 

755 

53 

755 

56 

755 

81 

755 

53 

755 

Paak  Raquiramant 

511 

511 

618 

518 

525 

525 

Spar#  Ratio 

23.57% 

23.57% 

22.17% 

22.17% 

20.80% 

20.80% 

TIP  Pro(yammlnfl 

50Std 

30  Art 

5Std 

42  Std 

57  Std 

23Std 

54  30' 

14  30' 
25-24P 

5-24P 

|AvgAg»o<Fl»t  | 7.000fl|  | 7.06a5|  | 7.0807|  | g.8038|  I e.4370|  | 5.WflO| 
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AC  Transit  FY  93/94 
Captial  Improvement  Program 


REVENUE  VEHICLE  REPLACEMENT  SCHEDULE 


FlMt 

8/02 


1063 

1065 

1072 

1073 
1075 


CMC 

GMCCutdown* 

QMC 

GMC 

Raxtb)** 


311 

700-706 

000-085 

830-864 

162-200 


|AvgAg»o<FI— t I | 6.44000|  | 4.02715I  | 4.32317|  | 4.00000|  I 3.53245| 

R«y<s«d:  15-Mf-03 


July  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 

Southland  Mall/Chabot 
Fruitvale  BART 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  42  - 51  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,192,000  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: (20%)  $ 399,000  Bridge  Tolls 

$ 399,000  TSM 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,990,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under 

23  CFR  771.117  (d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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AC  TRANSIT 

AC3  - TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 

*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project 
at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other  regional 
transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced  in  our  SRTP. 
Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and  through  a 
mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

The  AC  Transit  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  converts  the  primarily 
radial  system  into  a multi-destinational  route  network.  If  AC  Transit 
is  to  increase  transit  usage  and  improve  its  productivity,  it  is 
essential  that  it  reflect  the  multi-destinational  nature  of  today's 
travel  demand.  ^ 

Since  it  is  impossible  to  run  direct  service  from  everywhere  to 
everywhere  else,  an  effective  multi-destinational  network  must  rely  on 
making  transferring  convenient.  In  a system  based  on  timed  transfers, 
a passenger  can  reach  efficient  route  network  with  minimal  overlap. 

To  make  transferring  fast  and  convenient,  the  District  must  be  able  to 
bring  many  buses  together  at  certain  key  points.  These  needs  require  the 
development  of  transit  centers.  A transit  center  is  a facility  designed 


o allow  several  buses  from  different  routes  to  be  present  at  once,  so 
that  patrons  can  transfer  without  waiting, 
o allow  buses  to  arrive  and  depart  independently  (without  blocking  one 
another) . 

o Provide  a safe,  pleasant  and  convenient  environment  for  transferrinq 
between  buses. 

o Provide  other  amenities  for  passengers  and  drivers. 

Besides  facilitating  bus-to-bus  transfers,  the  transit  centers  may  also 
accommodate  bus-to-rail  and  auto-to-bus-to-rail  transfers.  Transit 
centers  are  strategically  located  where  several  routes  naturally  converge 
resulting  in  high  transfer  activity.  These  centers  will  often  be  near 
ma^or  activity  centers  generating  a significant  number  of  walk-in 
passengers.  Also,  most  BART  stations  in  the  AC  Transit  service  area  will 
be  transit  centers  to  facilitate  both  regional  and  local  travel. 


EVISED  January  U,  1993) 
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AC  TRANSIT  ' 

AC3  - TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 

In  urban  areas,  such  as  Oakland  and  Berkeley,  the  convenience  of 
transferring  is  largely  ensured  by  the  high  frequency  of  most  of  the  ^ 
routes.  Even  though  a transit  center  is  not  the  primary  transfer 
location  as  it  is  in  the  timed  transfer  network,  there  are  strategic 
locations  where  several  routes  naturally  converge  creating  a high  level 
of  transfer  activity  and  necessitating  a facility  to  safely  accommodate 
the  buses  and  provide  for  a safe  and  comfortable  environment  for  the 
passenger. 

In  suburban  areas,  however,  most  service  cannot  be  justified  with 
headways  of  less  than  30  minutes.  Here,  convenient  transfers  can  be 
assured  only  with  transit  centers.  Transit  Centers  are  therefore 
critical  to  the  success  of  the  Comprehensive  Service  Plan. 

1.  General  Design  Considerations 

Most  transit  centers  will  be  designed  with  "sawtooth"  bays  so  that  buses 
can  pull  in  and  out  independently  without  blocking  each  other.  Each 
center  must  have  enough  bays  for  all  the  scheduled  buses  to  be  present 
at  once,  with  some  to  spare.  Locations  for  cars  to  pick  up  and  drop  off 
passengers  will  be  isolated  from  the  bus  area,  to  improve  the  flow  of 
both  cars  and  buses. 

2 . Locations 

Most  of  the  suburban  route  structure  cannot  be  implemented  until  there 
are  at  least  minimal  transit  center  facilities  in  place,  since  these 
sites  must  accommodate  a number  of  converging  buses  and  allow  passengers 
to  transfer  safely  and  conveniently.  Tables  1 and  2 list  the  transit 
centers  according  to  priority,  indicating  which  should  be  completed 
before  restructuring. 

The  District's  service  area  has  been  divided  into  four  geographical  sub- 
areas  for  phased  implementation  of  the  restructured  route  network. 

The  Western  Contra  Costa  sub-area  (Table  2,  Group  1)  includes  timed 
transfer  locations  at  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  Contra  Costa  College 
and  thus  are  first  priority.  Improvements  to  these  sites  should  be 
complete  before  restructuring  routes.  Improvements  to  the  other  transit 
centers  which  will  not  have  timed  transfer  locations  (Richmond  BART, 
Hilltop  Mall  Transit  Center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART)  are  second  priority. 

The  Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda  core  area  (Table  2,  Group  2)  includes  only 
one  timed  transfer  location,  Montclair  transit  Center.  However, 
Fruitvale  BART  and  Eastmont  Mall  Transit  Center  will  also  need  to  be 
finished  before  restructuring  routes,  since  they  cannot  now  accommodate 
the  level  of  bus  and  transfer  activity  envisioned.  Second  priority 
transit  centers  to  be  developed  later  include  West  Oakland  BART,  Coliseum 
BART,  and  Southshore  Shopping  Center. 

(REVISED  January  U,  1993) 


- 21  - 


AC  TRANSIT 

AC3  - TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 

The  Hayward-San  Leandro  area  (Table  2,  Group  3)  includes  five  timed 
transfer  locations:  San  Leandro  BART,  Bay  Fair  BART,  Hayward  BART, 

Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  and  South  Hayward  BART.  Improvements  at 
these  sites  should  be  complete  before  restructuring  routes,  though  it  is 
possible  that  South  Hayward  BART  could  function  on  an  interim  basis 
without  major  physical  changes. 

Finally,  the  Fremont-Newark  area  (Table  2,  Group  4)  includes  timed 
transfer  locations  at  Union  City  BART,  Fremont  BART,  and  the  new 
Irvington  and  Newark  Transit  Centers.  (Irvington  Transit  Center  will  be 
the  site  of  the  future  Irvington  BART  station.)  Improvements  at  these 
sites  should  also  be  complete  before  restructuring,  though  it  is  possible 
that  Newark  Transit  Center  could  function  on  an  interim  basis  without 
major  physical  changes.  Newpark  Mall  will  also  be  a transit  center  under 
the  plan,  but  without  timed  transfers. 

3.  Schedule  and  Funding 

The  following  subsections  detail  the  funding  and  design  schedule  for  the 
transit  centers  that  have  been  designated  first-priority,  and  specifies 
the  division  of  responsibility  in  joint  projects  with  other  agencies. 

FY  1988-89  SECTION  3 SUBMITTED  PROJECTS 

The  first  transit  centers  planned  for  construction  are  El  Cerrito  del 
Norte  BART  and  San  Leandro  BART. 

These  projects  were  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92  Section  9 
Capital  Program.  Instead,  they  were  resubmitted  (along  with  Hayward  BART 
Transit  Center)  for  funding  under  the  FY  1988-89  Section  3 Suburban 
Mobility  Program  to  take  a full  advantage  of  this  special  one-time  grant 
opportunity.  Funding  has  been  approved  for  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and 
San  Leandro  BART  Transit  Centers.  The  Hayward  BART  Transit  Center  has 
been  put  back  into  the  FY  1991-92  Section  9 Capital  Program. 

These  transit  centers  are  planned  for  development  as  joint  multi-modal 
projects  under  BART  application.  The  conceptual  design  for  these 

projects  was  completed  by  AC  Transit.  However,  BART  will  be  the  lead 
agency  and  assume  complete  project  management  responsibilities,  including 
environmental  clearance,  engineering,  and  construction  in  conjunction 
with  the  BART  parking  expansion  projects. 

FY  1990-91  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECT 

The  Regional  Program  of  Projects  (POP) , approved  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  on  September  26,  1990,  was  based  on 

expected  Federal  apportionments.  As  a result  of  the  actual  total 

apportionments  being  higher  than  that  expected,  the  FY  1990-91  Section 
9 POP  and  the  annual  element  of  the  FY  1991-97  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
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for  the  San  Francisco/Oakland  urban  area  was  revised  by  MTC.  Due  to  the 
increased  apportionments,  the  Contra  Costa  Transit  Center  project  was 
made  a part  of  the  FY  1990-91  Section  9 POP.  The  Transit  center  proposed 
for  Contra  Costa  College  will  serve  as  a key  facility  in  the 
implementation  of  the  timed  transfer  network  in  Western  Contra  Costa. 
The  transit  center  will  be  developed  in  close  coordination  with  property 
owners,  neighboring  communities,  and  with  the  Contra  Costa  Community 
College  District. 

FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECTS 

Bayfair  BART  Transit  Center,  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92 
Section  9 Capital  Program  and  reprogrammed  for  the  FY  1992-93  Section  3 
Capital  Program  has  now  been  funded  by  State  Cypress  Mitigation  Funds 
received  by  BART  in  FY  1992.  The  Contra  Costa  College  Transit  Center 
was  also  originally  programmed  as  a FY  1991-92  Section  9 Capital  Program 
but  was  reprogrammed  to  the  FY  1990-91  Regional  Program  of  Projects 
submitted  to  UMTA  by  MTC  in  September,  1990. 

The  noted  shifts  leave  Chabot  College  Transit  Center  in  the  Section  9 
Capital  Program  plus  the  Hayward  BART  and  Fruitvale  Station  projects. 
Conceptual  designs  have  been  completed  for  all  sites. 

Fruitvale  BART  Station  project  is  planned  for  development  as  a joint 
multi-modal  project  for  which  BART  will  take  the  lead,  since  the  project 
is  in  conjunction  with  BART's  parking  expansion  project  at  the  same 
location.  The  project  would  therefore  be  funded  under  BART's  Section  9 
Capital  Program.  The  Hayward  BART  Station  project  is  also  planned  for 
development  as  a joint  multi-modal  project  and  will  also  be  funded  under 
BART'S  Section  9 Capital  Program. 

The  Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  a timed  transfer  transit  center  in  the 
vicinity  of  Chabot  College  in  Hayward,  will  be  developed  in  close 
cooperation  with  the  property  owner.  The  conceptual  designs  are 
completed  for  the  three  sites. 

FY  1992-93  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

FY  1992-93  projects  proposed  for  the  Federal  Transportation 
Administration's  (FTA)  Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  and 
Congestion  Management  and  Air  Quality  Program  (CMAQ)  funding  were 
Eastmont  Mall,  Newpark  Mall,  and  Richmond  BART  transit  centers.  The 
Bayfair  BART  transit  center  was  originally  programmed  for  FY  92-93,  but 
BART  received  Cypress  Mitigation  Funds  in  FY  1991-92  for  this  multi-modal 
timed  transfer  center  project  to  help  mitigate  the  loss  of  the  Cypress 
Freeway  structure  during  the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake. 

The  Montclair  and  Fremont  BART  transit  centers  were  proposed  for  funding 
under  FTA's  Section  9.  Montclair  and  Fremont  BART  were  not  approved  for 
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funding  due  to  a smaller  than  expected  Section  9 allocation.  Staff  has 
recommended  that  Fremont  BART  be  moved  to  FY  94-95  and  Montclair  to  FY 
97-98. 

The  Eastmont  Mall  transit  center  in  Oakland  would  accommodate  the 
consolidation  of  expanded  bus  and  transfer  activities  at  an  off-street 
site  affording  a safer  and  more  convenient  operation.  The  conceptual 
plans  are  completed. 

Newpark  Mall  is  a major  shopping  center  located  in  the  fast  growing 
community  of  Fremont.  New  residential  and  industrial  developments  are 
appearing  on  the  fringes  of  Fremont  and  Newark,  creating  new  transit 
demand  in  this  area.  Improved  routes  will  provide  better  local 
circulation,  with  many  passengers  transferring  at  this  point. 

Richmond  BART  already  functions  as  a transit  center,  as  much  of  the 
service  in  the  area  radiates  from  this  station.  This  pattern  will 
continue  and  expand  under  the  CSP,  with  extensive  service  from  the 
station  to  all  parts  of  Richmond.  This  station  is  also  a major  stop  on 
the  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service,  and  will  be  a stop  for  the  Del 
Norte  BART  to  San  Rafael  bus  service  that  will  be  implemented  in  the  near 
future . 

FY  1993-94  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1993-94  project  proposed  for  the  FTA  STP/CMAQ  funding  was  the  El 
Cerrito  Plaza  BART  transit  Center. 

As  a shopping  center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  is  a major  transit  destination  in 
Western  Contra  County.  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART  will  be  one  of  two  transit 
centers  located  in  El  Cerrito.  Van  routes  will  emanate  from  El  Cerrito 
Plaza  to  serve  hill  areas  of  El  Cerrito  and  Kensington.  The  transit 
center  will  also  be  served  by  local  lines  from  Berkeley  and  a major  trunk 
line,  the  72 -San  Pablo  Avenue  with  limited  service  from  Oakland. 

FY  1994-95  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1994-95  proposed  projects  are  Fremont  and  South  Hayward  BART,  and 
Hilltop  Mall  transit  centers. 

The  Fremont  BART  Transit  Center  will  be  a bus-only  area  with  curbside 
stops  and  island  platforms.  The  compact  design  allows  for  efficient  bus- 
to-bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  The  facility  will  accommodate  seven 
Santa  Clara  County  Transit  buses,  in  addition  to  twelve  AC  Transit 
routes.  The  concept  plan  removes  approximately  100  BART  parking  stalls. 
Replacement  of  these  stalls  is  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

South  Hayward  is  one  of  five  timed  transfer  locations  in  the  Hayward 
area,  and  is  one  of  the  major  activity  centers  on  the  east  end  of  the 
city. 
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Hilltop  Mall  is  a major  regional  shopping  center  and  a major  transit 
destination  in  itself.  It  will  be  served  by  the  area's  busiest  trunk 
route  and  several  new  routes  which  will  serve  the  growing  demand  for 
trips  between  residential  northern  and  eastern  Richmond  and  employment 
centers  in  western  Richmond. 

FY  1995-96  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1995-96  proposed  projects  are  Coliseum  BART,  Union  City  BART,  and 
Newark  Transit  Centers. 

Coliseum  BART  is  one  of  the  major  destinations  in  the  District's  core 
service  area  of  Oakland/Berkeley/Alameda/Albany/Emeryville,  as  well  as 
the  main  transfer  point  for  trips  to  Oakland  Airport.  The  expansion  of 
crosstown  service  under  the  CSP  will  increase  the  level  of  service  to 
this  station,  and  increase  the  passenger  transfer  activity  that  occurs 
there.  The  station  may  also  be  a stop  on  the  proposed  Bay  Area- 
Sacramento  train  service. 

The  conceptual  layout  for  Union  City  BART  Station  places  the  buses 
closest  to  the  BART  station  entrance  along  the  front  curb  and  on  three 
islands.  The  plan  provides  a compact  bus  berth  area  to  minimize  bus-to- 
bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  Kiss  and  ride  will  use  the  fourth 
island.  The  additional  bus  stalls  will  remove  approximately  120  BART 
parking  spaces,  replacement  of  which  is  proposed  as  part  of  this  project. 

The  Newark  Transit  Center  will  serve  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
communities  in  the  Bay  Area.  This  will  be  a timed  transfer  facility  for 
those  routes  which  are  designed  to  provide  better  local  circulation  in 
the  activity  centers  of  Newark  and  southern  Fremont. 

FY  1996-97  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 


The  FY  1996-97  proposed  projects  are  West  Oakland  BART,  and  Southshore 
Transit  Centers. 

West  Oakland  BART  will  be  a key  transit  center  in  the  District's  core 
service  area  of  Oakland/Berkeley/Alameda/Albany/Emeryville . It  is  also 
a station  on  the  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service. 

Southshore  Shopping  Center  is  a major  destination  in  the  core  service 
area,  and  will  be  served  by  several  major  routes  from  Alameda  and 
Oakland. 

FY  1997-98  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1997-98  proposed  projects  are  the  Montclair,  Irvington  BART,  and 
Yerba  Buena  transit  centers. 
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The  Irvington  Transit  Center  is  scheduled  for  operation  prior  to  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  BART  station.  The  plan  therefore  proposes 
an  interim  transit  center  on  largely  vacant  BART-owned  land  east  of 
Osgood  Road,  which  will  eventually  be  a BART  parking  lot.  The  conceptual 
designs  for  the  proposed  projects  are  complete. 

The  Montclair  transit  center  would  serve  as  a key  facility  in  the 
implementation  of  timed  transfer  network  in  Oakland  area.  The  transit 
center  will  be  developed  in  close  coordination  with  property  owners,  and 
neighboring  communities. 

Over  the  years  the  District  has  received  numerous  complaints  from  patrons 
regarding  the  deterioration  of  the  Yerba  Buena  facility  and  increased 
incidents  of  crime.  Yerba  Buena  is  located  at  40th  and  San  Pablo 
Avenues.  This  is  one  of  AC  Transit's  major  transfer  points  for 
connection  with  transbay  lines  and  other  locations.  The  facility  is 
surrounded  by  legal  gambling  casinos  and  night  clubs.  Many  of  our 
homeless  also  frequent  this  area.  Patrons,  particularly  women  are 
frequently  approached  for  money  or  with  lewd  conversation.  AC  Transit 
owns  only  a small  strip  of  land  (right  of  way)  . Security  and  convenience 
modifications  for  this  area  will  be  analyzed  as  a result  of  the 
District's  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  to  determine  the  best  way  to 
remedy  present  conditions.  Several  of  the  possible  alternatives  are: 

1.  Improve  present  site, 

2.  Expand  present  site  by  procuring  adjoining  parcel  and  rebuild,  or 

3.  Select  an  alternative  location. 

This  project  has  been  shifted  to  FY  1994-95  of  the  Transit  Capital 
Priorities  Program  as  the  District  believes  it  is  important  to  determine 
the  impact  the  CSP  will  have  on  the  needs  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Transfer 
point. 

Rising  construction  costs  and  the  strong  possibility  that  this  project 
will  require  the  purchase  of  additional  land,  either  at  the  present  site 
or  at  an  alternative  site,  further  support  this  funding  request. 
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TABLE- 1 


COMPREHENSIVE 

SERVICE  PLAN 

TRANSIT 

CENTERS 

Estimated  Number 

of  Bus 

Bays  Required 

BART  STATIONS 

for  Each  Facility 

1. 

Richmond 

10 

2 

2. 

El  Cerrito/Del  Norte 

13 

l2 

3. 

El  Cerrito  Plaza 

9 

2 

4 . 

Oakland  West 

6 

2 

5. 

Fruitvale 

12 

l2 

6. 

Coliseum 

10 

2 

7. 

San  Leandro 

12 

1 

8. 

Bayfair 

18 

1 

9. 

Hayward 

17 

l2 

10. 

South  Hayward 

9 

2 

11. 

Union  City 

16 

1 

12. 

Fremont 

19 

1 

13. 

Irvington 

9 

1 

OTHER  TRANSIT  CENTERS 

1. 

Hilltop  Mall 

10 

2 

2. 

Contra  Costa  College 

14 

1^ 

3. 

Chabot  College 

12 

1 

4. 

Southshore  Shopping  Center 

4 

2 

5. 

Montclair 

11 

1^ 

6. 

Eastmont  Mall 

7 

1^ 

7. 

Newark 

8 

2 

8. 

Newpark  Mall 

7 

2 

Priority^ 


’ Priority  I transit  centers  are  those  which  should  be  completed  prior  to 
the  implementation  of  restructured  service,  and  will  require  interim 
facilities  until  the  permanent  facility  is  built. 

^ Interim  facility  is  built. 

^ Poor  on-street  stop  locations  discourage  transferring  and  probably  any 
growth  at  these  sites.  New  facilities  will  need  to  be  constructed  for 
optimum  operation. 
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TABLE-2 

COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICE  PLAN 
TRANSIT  CENTER 

GEOGRAPHICAL  PROJECT  GROUPINGS 


Group  #1 


PRIORITY  I SITES  PRIORITY  II  SITES 

El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  Hilltop  Mall 
Contra  Costa  College  Richmond  BART 

El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART 


Group  #2  Fruitvale  BART 

Montclair 
Eastmont  Mall 


Oakland  West  BART 
Coliseum  BART 

Southshore  Shopping  Center 


Group  #3  San  Leandro  BART  South  Hayward  BART  Station 

Bayfair  BART 
Hayward  BART 
Chabot  College 


Group  #4  Union  City  BART 

Fremont  BART 
Irvington  BART 


Newark 
Newpark  Mall 
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Date:  July  1,  1993 

Project:  Transit  Center  Improvement — Fruitvale  BART 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  1993-94 

Clearances  Required:  Board  Approval;  City  Permits,  if  Applicable 
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July  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  5 - Radio  Communications  Project 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Phase  1:  Replace/upgrade  Thirteen  (14)  year  old 

radio  communications  system.  Phase  2:  Install  AVM/AVL  System 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (14)  Communications 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  64  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 2,721,089  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 680,272  Toll  Bridge  Revenue 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 3,401,361 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  Phase  1 - FY  92-93 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(14)(19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 


*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project 
at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other  regional 
transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced  in  our  SRTP. 
Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and  through  a 
mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

RADIO  COMMUNICATION  SYSTEM  PROJECT 

Replacement  of  our  Radio  Communications  System  and  installation  of  an 
Automatic  Vehicle  Monitoring/Location  (AVM/AVL)  is  essential  to  the 
reliability,  safety  and  security  of  our  transit  system.  District  Staff 
believes  this  project  qualifies  as  a security  measure  as  defined  and 
required  by  ISTEA.  The  District  requests  that  this  project  be  funded  in 
FY  92-93  and  FY  93-94  for  an  estimated  total  cost  of  $9,987,742. 

The  radio  system  currently  in  use  by  the  District  will  be  approximately 
fifteen  (15)  years  old  in  FY  1995-96.  At  that  point: 

o Our  radio  equipment  will  have  reached  the  end  of  its  economically 
repairable  life.  Even  now,  much  of  the  equipment  presently  in  use 
throughout  the  District  is  not  operating  at  full  strength  and  many 
repairs  have  had  to  be  made.  This  has  been  due,  quite  often,  to  the 
effect  weather  (rain,  cold,  heat,  etc.)  and  other  natural  effects 
(e.g.,  roaches)  have  had  on  the  equipment  over  the  nine  years  since 
purchase.  All  our  paging  equipment  is  also  in  need  of  replacement. 

o Communications  technology  will  be  at  the  point  of  rendering  the 
equipment  obsolete. 

o Production  of  this  model  will  have  been  phased  out.  Replacement 
components/parts  will  continue  to  be  manufactured  for  only  5 (5)  years 
thereafter. 

This  project  would  include  removal  of  existing  equipment  and  installation 
of  new  equipment,  replacement/upgrading  of  paging  equipment,  upgrading 
of  software  to  accommodate  the  new  equipment,  project  management, 
documentation  and  operator/technician  training.  The  project  is 
predicated  on  the  re-use  of  existing  microwave  links  and  dispatch 
consoles. 

It  would  be  impratical  to  convert  this  system  on  a piecemeal  basis.  A 
new  system  will  require  new  software,  which  would  probably  not  be 
compatible  with  our  old  system.  Since  the  radio  communications  system 
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is  crucial  to  the  bus  system's  reliability  and  security,  failure  to  have? 
a fully  functional  radio  system  would  greatly  compromise  the  quality  of 
the  District's  service. 

THE  AUTOMATIC  VEHICLE  MONITORING/LOCATION  (AVM/AVL) 

AVM/AVL  is  a technology  that  automatically  records  the  time  at  which  each 
bus  passes  each  timepoint.  AVM/AVL  provides  continuous,  real-time 
information  on  the  location  of  each  bus,  and  allows  the  entire  system  to 
be  monitored  from  the  Central  Dispatch  Center. 

The  AVM/AVL  project  is  considered  Phase  II  of  the  Radio  Communications 
System  Program.  Funding  this  program  would  result  in  many  benefits  for 
the  District  and  its  patrons.  By  providing  up-to-date  information,  and 
AVM/AVL  system  would  result  in  better  on-time  performance,  better 
security,  and  better  public  information.  It  would  serve  as  a data  tool 
for  operations,  scheduling,  and  planning,  and  would  also  have  potential 
benefits  for  maintenance  administration. 

AVM/AVL  as  an  Operational  Tool 

Supervisors  and  other  support  personnel  can  be  dispatched  directly  to  a 
problem  as  it  begins  to  build  up,  rather  than  wait  for  it  to  occur  and 
get  reported.  More  informed  adjustments  to  the  service  can  be  made. 
Senior  operations  managers  can  be  provided  a more  detailed  but  global  and 
real-time  picture  of  that  portion  of  the  service  for  which  he/she  is 
responsible. 

The  mileage  monitor  program  works  effectively  with  these  systems  to 
verify  bus  location  along  a route  by  measuring  the  distance  of  travel  and 
comparing  it  against  the  known  route  length.  Also  monitorable  is 
wheelchair  lift  usage  as  to  occurrence,  location,  time,  and  duration  of 
lift  activity. 

AVM/AVL  as  a Passenger  Information  Tool 

An  AVM/AVL  system  can  also  provide  real-time  information  to  information 
center  staff,  so  they  can  inform  patrons  of  delays  and  disruptions. 

AVM/AVL  as  a Security  Tool 

An  AVM/AVL  system  can  improve  passenger  security  by  providing  a faster 
response  in  the  event  of  disturbances  on  the  bus.  Police,  paramedics, 
security  personnel,  and  supervisors  can  respond  more  rapidly  and 
precisely  if  they  know  exactly  where  the  bus  is  and  whether  it  is  moving 
or  stationary.  Fewer  support  units  are  needed  if  this  information  is 
known,  freeing  others  for  allocation  elsewhere. 

AVM/AVL  as  a Data  Tool 

AVM\AVL  records  the  actual  time  each  bus  passes  each  timepoint.  This 
data  can  then  be  used  for  a great  variety  of  reports,  customized  to 
whatever  information  a manager  needs. 
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The  purpose  of  this  data  could  be: 

o input  to  regional  IVHS  system 
o operations  performance  monitoring 
o operations  strategy  development 
o schedule  evaluation 
o route  design 

o Section  15  reports  and  other  required  government  reporting. 

Modular  Implementation 

The  goal  is  a system  that  is  modular,  so  not  all  potential  features  would 
be  implemented  during  the  first  installation.  Our  intent  is  to  have  a 
system  to  which  other  features  can  be  added  in  the  future. 

Economic  Benefits 


By  allowing  a better  control  strategy,  an  AVM/AVL  system  can  produce 
economic  benefits  for  the  District  in  the  form  of  reduced  mileage  and 
labor.  Improved  service  should,  in  turn,  produce  new  ridership. 

Cost  benefits  are  difficult  to  quantify,  but,  the  security  benefit  alone 
has  encouraged  AC  Transit  to  pursue  this  project. 

AVM/AVL  Technologies 

There  are  a variety  of  technologies  suitable  for  the  purpose  of  AVL/AVM. 
Each  has  its  own  strengths  and  weaknesses,  and  its  own  roster  of 
potential  features  and  potential  cost.  The  District  has  been  evaluating 
different  systems  for  some  time  and  will  continue  to  do  so  throughout  the 
RFP  process. 

The  AVM/AVL  will  be  a state-of-the-art  system,  with  high  resolution  color 
graphics  at  the  Central  Dispatch  Center.  This  is  a key  part  of  the 
system's  use  as  an  operations  management  system. 

Cost  Issues 


This  project  reflects  the  cost  for  systemwide  application  as  envisioned 
when  the  project  was  first  submitted  some  time  ago.  Since  that  time  much 
progress  has  been  made  in  the  technology  and  application,  and  progress 
continues  to  be  made. 

Should  the  projected  cost  not  cover  implementation  of  the  whole  system, 
the  District  has  a fail-back  position  that  would  cover  all  of  the  trunk 
routes  and  any  other  routes  that  are  especially  in  need  of  monitoring. 
Any  routes  not  covered  would  be  added  to  the  system  at  a later  date.  In 
any  case,  the  central  unit,  both  hardware  and  software,  would  be 
installed  in  such  a way  as  to  accommodate  this  modular  implementation. 

The  District  will  not  let  the  system  cost  escalate  out  of  control.  To 
prevent  this,  the  RFP  will  contain  safeguards,  including,  but  not  limited 
to  unforeseen  needs  hardware/software  and  maintenance. 
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Labor  Issues 


The  District  does  not  anticipate  any  significant  union  conflict.  The 
unionized  personnel  will  benefit  in  many  important  ways  from  this  system, 
so  we  expect  that  education  of  these  employees  and  open  lines  of 
communication  will  resolve  any  concerns. 

The  system  will  not  be  labor  intensive,  though  it  will  change  the  way  in 
which  some  jobs  are  performed.  It  will  allow  the  District  to  eliminate 
several  functions  that  now  keep  employees  busy,  but  these  changes  should 
be  covered  by  reassignment  and  attrition.  No  layoffs  are  expected  as  a 
result  of  AVM/AVL. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  WILL  BE  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 
project  previously  given  high  priority. 

B.  Project  Merit 


1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  the 
District  will  be  able  to  maintain  more  reliable  service, 
provide  better  connections  (thus  reducing  waiting  time) , and 
supply  real-time  information  to  passengers  and  to  information 
center  staff  handling  public  inquiries.  An  AVM  system  can  also 
improve  passenger  security  in  the  event  of  trouble  and  provide 
a faster  response  in  the  event  of  assaults  or  other 
disturbances  on  the  bus. 

2.  The  Radio  Communication  System  project  will  directly  produce 
benefits  to  system  productivity  and  efficiency  as  a reliable 
and  easily  maintained  communications  system  is  one  of  the 
foundational  keys  to  providing  safe  and  efficient  transit 
service  to  the  public.  A reliable  and  easily  maintained 
communications  system  would  also  require  less  down  time  of  the 
buses  fleet-wide  and  would  enable  the  District  to  better  and 
more  quickly  respond  to  on-board  emergencies,  road  hazards, 
traffic  congestion  and  accessibility  needs. 

The  AVM/AVL  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  in  the  form  of  reduced  mileage  and 
labor  because  it  allows  a better  control  strategy.  Improved 
service  should,  in  turn,  develop  new  ridership.  Over  and  above 
this  is,  the  security  benefit  which  alone  has  encouraged  the 
District  to  pursue  this  project. 

3.  We  believe  that  the  Radio  Communication  System  project  will 
enable  the  District  to  more  effectively  address  three  (3) 
significant  regional  goals,  those  being,  1)  E & H access  2) 
interoperator  schedules,  and  3)  Security.  An  up-to-date, 
state-of-the-art  communication  system  is  essential  to  achieving 
the  three  regional  goals  noted  above.  With  a reliable,  state- 
of-the  art  communication  system,  there  can  be  faster  response 
to  accessibility  problems.  Drivers  can  also  be  advised  as  to 
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the  status  of  other  routes  or  systems  with  which  they  are  to  be 
interfacing  and  as  to  what  action  they  should  take  if  the 
routes  or  systems  are  out  of  sync.  The  1988  timed  transfer 
demonstration  project  in  Hayward  was,  we  believe,  a prime 
example  of  the  need  for  a reliable  communication  system  and  how 
effectively  it  can  be  used.  District  and  MTC  Staff  have  also 
discussed  the  possibility  of  the  District's  AVM/AVL  system 
contributing  to  the  Region's  Advanced  Transportation 
Information  System  (ATIS) . 

This  project  addresses  the  need  for  stronger  security  measures 
which  has  become  a significant  regional  goal,  providing  more 
reliable  information  regarding  the  location  of  a bus  under 
normal  and  emergency  operating  conditions,  providing  more 
reliable  connections  at  interoperator  transfer  points,  and 
providing  more  effective  service  to  those  making  use  of 
accessibility  equipment. 

4.  This  project  will  involve  replacement/upgrade  of  equipment  that 
has  primary  importance  to  maintaining  existing  service. 
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January  14,  1992 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93  - 94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 


2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  5 - Replace  Fare  Collection  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Upgrade  fare  collection  system,  including  data 

collection,  reliability,  security,  and  capability  to  accept  the 
"Universal  Ticket" . 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (12)  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  161 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

$ 3,500,000  SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  9 

$ 875,000  SOURCE:  Toll  Bridge  Rev 

$ 4,375,000 

AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (14) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
proj  ects? 


No. 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 


(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  submission  is  based  on  our  Fare  Collection  System  Replacement 
Program  that  we  have  submitted  in  previous  years.  Replacement  of  our 
Fare  Collection  System  is  essential  in  order  for  the  District  to  be  able 
to  participate,  as  programmed,  in  the  Regionally  sponsored  "Universal 
Ticket"  (Translink)  project.  This  program  is  available  to  move  forward 
depending  on  the  progress  of  the  Translink  demonstration  project  by 
Central  Contra  Costa  County  Transit  Authority  and  BART,  and  the 
availability  of  a one  piece  farebox  with  ticket  validator. 

AC  Transit  is  scheduled  to  be  involved  in  Phase  2 of  this  project  and 
and  initially  was  programmed  to  use  the  District's  Emeryville,  Division 
2,  buses  for  the  demonstration.  However,  there  is  a distinct 
possibility  that  Phase  2 will  now  include  equipping  the  full  AC  Transit 
bus  fleet  to  accept  the  "Universal  Ticket"  rather  than  the  District's 
Division  2 buses.  The  project  cost  is  currently  scheduled  for  FY  1994- 
95  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $'4,375,000 

The  District  implemented  its  present  electronic  registering  farebox 
system  in  fiscal  year  1982-83.  AC  Transit  collects  over  $30  million  in 
passenger  revenue  annually,  of  which  approximately  70  percent  is 
collected  on  board  in  the  form  of  cash,  bills,  transfers  and  tickets. 
The  present  system  has  proved  of  significant  benefit  in  processing  this 
revenue . 


Since  then,  however,  major  technological  advances  have  greatly  enhanced 
the  reliability  and  usefulness  of  electronic  fareboxes  and  the  data  they 
collect.  These  advances  include: 


o Recording  the  operator's  I.D., 

o Passenger  counts  by  type,  location,  date  and  time, 

o Route,  run  and  trip  information,  including  date  and  time, 

o Unlimited  possibilities  for  subtotals  and  combinations  of  the 
above , 

o Time  and  date  record  of  when  the  cash  box  is  removed  and  for 
how  long, 

o Time  and  date  record  of  cash  box  being  emptied,  including 
location  and  amount, 

o An  alarm  on  farebox  indicating  the  cash  box  is  not  in  place, 
or  has  been  tampered  with, 

o Capability  to  upgrade  fareboxes  and  system  to  accept  the 
"Universal  Pass",  and 

o Capability  to  process  increases  in  cash  fare,  even  if  fare  is 
increased  to  $1. 
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Given  these  considerations,  the  District  now  plans  to  replace  its 
present  electronic  fare  collection  system.  This  is  now  programmed  for 
the  FY  1994-95  budget. 

It  would  be  impractical  to  convert  this  system  on  a piecemeal  basis. 
Therefore,  it  is  the  intent  of  the  District  to  replace  the  entire 
Electronic  Fare  Collection  system  during  the  course  of  this  project. 
New  farebox  equipment  would  require  a different  receiving  vault  and 
farebox  probe  than  presently  used.  Our  present  collection  areas  at  the 
divisions  are  not  big  enough  to  house  both  collection  systems.  Using 
two  different  systems  would  also  cause  much  confusion  for  both  drivers 
and  personnel  emptying  the  fareboxes.  Passengers  could  also  be  confused 
by  encountering  different  fareboxes  on  different  buses,  with  their 
ticket  and  cash  slots  in  different  places.  The  reliability  of  the  data 
collected  in  such  a case  would  be  questionable.  The  new  system  would 
also  require  new  computer  hardware  and  software  that  might  not  be 
compatible  with  the  present  hardware  and  software. 

A few  buses  currently  are  equipped  with  upgraded  equipment  that  can 
accumulate  data  on  a trip-by-trip  basis.  At  the  end  of  each  trip,  the 
operator  can  push  a button  that  causes  the  farebox  to  record  the  data 
separately  for  a particular  trip,  thus  permitting  more  detailed 
analysis  of  ridership  and  fare  receipts.  Our  experience  with  this  new 
equipment  has  shown  that  by  utilizing  new  technology,  we  can  eliminate 
current  difficulties  in  the  reliability  of  our  ridership/f arebox  data 
plus  better  monitor  our  routes  on  a daily  basis. 

Replacement  of  the  present  system  would  also  give  us  the  capability  to 
upgrade  our  fareboxes  and  system  to  accept  the  "Universal  Pass".  The 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  has  been  working  with 
regional  transit  operators  for  several  years  to  develop  a universal 
ticket  good  for  all  operators.  The  first  phase  of  the  regional  project 
is  currently  being  implemented  by  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
(BART)  and  the  Central  Contra  Costa  County  Transit  Agency  (CCCTA) . AC 
Transit  is  scheduled  to  be  involved  in  Phase  2 of  this  project  and  would 
use  the  District's  Emeryville,  Division  2,  buses  for  the  demonstration. 
However,  there  is  a distinct  possibility  that  Phase  2 will  include 
equipping  the  full  AC  Transit  bus  fleet  to  accept  the  "Universal  Pass" 
rather  than  the  District's  Division  2 buses. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  Electronic  Fare  Collection  system  will  provide 
a central  data  base  capable  of  recording  different  kinds  of  pass 
ridership  such  as  the  new  joint  AC/BART  pass.  This  detailed  information 
on  ridership  and  revenues  will  enable  Management  to  make  better  informed 
decisions  and  facilitate  regional  distribution  of  revenues. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 
project. 
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B. 


Project  Merit 


1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  passengers  as  fare 
collection  will  be  facilitated,  Driver/Passenger  confrontation 
over  fare  paid  should  be  eliminated  by  the  visual  display  of 
the  fare  paid  plus  more  reliable  data  on  which  to  base 
decisions  will  be  collected  regarding  route-level  patronage. 

2.  This  project  will  also  directly  benefit  system  productivity 
and  efficiency  as  the  new  equipment  will  provide  the 
capability  of  more  accurately  collecting  specific  statistical 
data  on  the  types  and  classes  of  passengers  boarding  District 
buses  and  the  time  and  location  of  these  boardings.  This  data 
will  be  fed  into  the  MIS  System  to  provide  significant 
management  information  upon  which  more  accurate  and  timely 
evaluation  and  operating  decisions  can  be  made.  The  new 
accessory  equipment  (vaults)  will  eliminate  manual  functions 
and  increase  security. 

3.  This  project  does  address  significant  or  regional  goals  or 
policies.  The  statistical  data  noted  above  will  enable  us  to 
better  determine  and  address  the  needs  of  the  elderly  and 
handicapped  as  well  as  interoperator  transfer  points.  The 
implementation  of  equipment  to  accept  the  "Universal  Pass" 
will  also  address  the  regional  goal  of  interoperator 
coordination  plus  distribution  of  revenues. 

4.  This  project  includes  replacement  of  the  fare  collection 
system  presently  in  use  thus  upgrading  of  capabilities  and 
reliability  of  our  fare  collection  equipment,  allowing  us  to 
more  effectively  maintain  our  service. 
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iC5  --  Replace  Fare  Collection  System 
ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
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July  1 


1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93  - 94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC7  - Replace/Upgrade  DP  Systems 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace/upgrade  DP  systems  with  systems  (and 

hardware)  that  will  support  user  and  District  requirements. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (13)  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  72  - 73  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 400,000  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):$  100,000  SOURCE:  Toll  Bridge  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 500,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)  (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 

NO.  7005.1): 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  fomal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

If  proper  references  to  the  above  questions  are  not  contained  in  the  SRTP, 
please  elaborate  under  a separate  heading  as  part  of  "12.  PLANNING 
JUSTIFICATION"  below. 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 

*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project 
at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other 
regional  transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced 
in  our  SRTP.  Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and 
through  a mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

This  submission  is  based  on  our  Data  Processing  System  Upgrade/ 
Replacement  Program  that  has  been  submitted  in  previous  years.  A 
District  funded  Information  Systems  needs  assessment  study  has  been 
conducted.  The  projects  outlined  below  will  benefit  the  safety  of  the 
on-street  service  as  reliable  and  up-to-date  information  on  which  to 
base  well  informed  management  decisions  will  be  provided  in  a more 
timely  fashion.  Management  decisions  based  on  this  information  will 
involve  all  aspects  of  District  operations,  including  maintenance  of  the 
revenue  fleet.  The  District  has  funded  the  Data  Processing  System 
Replacement/Upgrade  Program  in  recent  years  with  District  funds. 

The  estimated  cost  for  FY  93-94  is  $500,000.  Proposed  projects  include 
improving  telecommunications  throughout  the  District;  upgrading  District 
management  information  systems;  upgrading  the  District's  PC  network; 
computer  hardware  upgrades  and  fully  computerizing  the  District's  fuel 
islands.  Many  of  the  other  projects  proposed  to  be  funded  in  the  TIP 
also  include  components  that  impact  the  District's  data  processing 
system.  Those  projects  include  replacing  the  fare  collection  system; 
replacing  the  radio  communication  system;  installing  an  AVM/AVL  system; 
and  installing  an  automatic  passenger  counting  system. 

Upgrade  MIS 

The  District  currently  has  in  place  many  systems  designed  to  gather 
information  at  the  detail  level  and  assist  the  various  deparments  and 
maintenance  areas  in  performing  their  functions. 

It  is  now  possible  to  implement  Management  Systems  that  will  channel 
this  up-to-date  information  to  the  managers,  thus  assisting  them  in 
making  well  informed  decisions. 

Transportation  Superintendents  could  make  use  of  up-to-date  information 
concerning  driver  preparedness,  pending  Driver  License  renewals,  pending 
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driver  re-training,  absenteeism,  daily  run  requirements,  upcoming 
operator  awards,  customer  complaints,  accident  reports,  out-lates  and 
missed  runs. 

Maintenance  Superintendents  could  make  use  of  information  concerning  the 
mechanics  and  vehicle  statistics  such  as  number  of  daily  road  calls, 
vehicle  assignments,  open  work  orders,  parts  availability,  budget  and 
cost  data  as  well  as  general  personnel  information  such  as  absenteeism 
and  pending  Driver  License  renewals. 


i 

I 

J 
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It  is  conceived  that  the  proposed  MIS  system  will  transmit  data  from  the  || 
centralized  computers  over  high  speed  communication  links  to  department 
or  personal  computers.  The  information  will  be  specific  to  the 
particular  department  or  person  and  available  for  instant  access,  as  SI 
needed. 


PC  Network 


A PC  Network  is  an  essential  part  of  making  a system  such  as  the  above 
proposed  MIS  system  work  properly. 

Additionally,  a PC  network  facilitates  transferring  electronic  mail  and 
messaging,  spreadsheets,  graphics  and  other  computerized  information 
that  help  the  users  make  more  efficient  use  of  their  time  as  well  as 
having  vital  information  available  where  it  is  needed  in  a timely 
manner. 

A PC  Network  reduces  PC  software  costs  allowing  use  of  licensed  copies 
of  the  software  without  the  need  for  each  individual  PC  user  to  retain 
their  own  licensed  copy.  This  reduces  the  number  of  licensed  copies  an 
organization  requires.  It  will  also  ensure  that  all  users  are  on  the 
same  version  of  a software  package. 

This  software  can  be  centrally  supported  and  backed-up,  thus  reducing 
the  load  on  individual  PC  users.  Centralized  back-up  is  essential. 
Because  it  so  cumbersome  to  back-up  a PC,  it  is  often  not  done. 
Centralized  back-up  is  fast  and  easy  on  the  user,  therefore  it  is  more 
likely  to  be  done  regularly. 

Computer  Hardware  Upgrades 

The  District  has  four  (4)  Hewlett  Packard  Model  70  large  Mini-Computers. 
As  the  maintenace  costs  increase  on  these  computers,  it  becomes 
desireable  to  upgrade  these  to  two  (2)  newer,  higher  capacity  models. 
The  new  computers  will  be  faster,  require  less  energy  and  be  cheaper  to 
maintain  than  the  District's  present  equipment. 
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It  is  the  District's  strategy  to  maintain  one  (1)  or  two  (2)  smaller 
computers  as  opposed  a single  very  large  machine.  This  will  give  us  the 
ability  to  mirror  image  data  bases  and  provide  uninterrupted  service  to 
the  users. 
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Telecommunications 


The  on-line  aspects  of  the  above  mentioned  systems  will  require  improved 
data  communications  throughout  the  District.  Digital  service,  now 
offered  by  the  carriers  is  both  more  cost  effective  and  more  reliable 
than  the  analog  and  modem  service  now  used  within  the  District. 

The  broad  band  digital  service  will  accommodate  both  voice  and  data 
transmissions  while  providing  the  data  transmission  speeds  essential  for 
Management  Information  Systems. 

Effective  communications  is  directly  related  to  productivity, 
reliability  of  service  and,  therefore,  cost. 

Communication  links  currently  cost  the  District  approximately  thirty- 
five  thousand  dollars  ($35,000)  per  month.  The  digital  service  will 
reduce  this  by  several  thousand  dollars  while  improving  the  reliability 
and  capability  needed  to  install  additional  systems. 

Currently  the  District's  systems  depend  on  outdated,  expensive  and 
trouble  prone  analog  communications.  When  problems  occur,  it  is 
necessary  to  dispatch  personnel  to  each  end  of  the  line  to  trouble  shoot 
the  problem (s) . Sometimes  this  also  requires  replacing  equipment  with 
a spare  and/or  calling  AT&T  or  Pacific  Bell  to  repair  the  lines. 
Recently,  our  Richmond  Division  has  had  serious  communications  failures 
in  the  Maintenance  Section.  These  failures  seriously  impact  our  ability 
to  perform  timely  maintenance  and  accurate  vehicle  dispatch  to  the 
scheduled  runs. 

Additionally,  a reliable  high  speed  communication  link  with  the 
Divisions  is  essential  to  implement  a management  Information  system  that 
will  assist  managers  and  superintendents  in  making  well  informed 
decisions,  including  schedule  and  budget/operating  expense  related 
items.  Handling  customer  complaints  properly  also  requires 
communications  that  we  cannot  currently  provide. 

The  morale  of  the  Operators  and  Maintenance  personnel,  as  well  as  the 
proper  handling  of  disciplinary  problems  requires  information  that  is 
kept  centrally  to  be  easily  and  readily  available  to  appropriate 
supervisory  personnel,  and  it  must  be  accurate  and  reliable.  The  MIS 
system  that  will  provide  this  information  will  depend  on  the  proposed 
communication  network. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 
project . 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  These  projects  will  benefit  the  safety  of  the  on-street 
service  as  it  will  provide  timely,  reliable  and  up-to-date 
information  on  which  to  base  well  informed  management 
decisions.  These  decisions  will  involve  all  aspects  of 
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District  operations,  including  maintenance  of  the  revenue- 
fleet  . 

These  projects  will  produce  direct  benefits  to  internal  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  in  that  it  will  implement  new 
systems  that  will  be  much  less  time  consuming  and  costly  to 
maintain  and  modify  and  will  also  provide  for  user  oriented 
computerization  of  processes  that  are,  at  present,  quite  often 
done  manually. 


II 
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il 


These  projects  will  not  directly  address  significant  or  i| 
regional  goals  or  policies.  - 


These  projects  do  include  replacement/upgrade  of  hardware  and  || 
management  information  systems  that  will  enable  us  to  make  || 
better  informed  management  decisions  regarding  maintenance  of 
the  revenue  fleet  and  provision  of  quality  service  and,  thus,  » 
will  provide  for  a better  maintaining  of  existing  service.  j| 
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FUNDS  100,000  52,835  105,000  110,250 


July  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  2 - Service  Vehicle  Replacement 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  12  Auto  and  Service  Vehicles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  61  - 63  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 191,517  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 47,879  Toll  Bridge  Revenue 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 239,397 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
NO.  7005.1): 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 


If  proper  references  to  the  above  questions  are  not  contained  in  the 

SRTP,  please  elaborate  under  a separate  heading  as  part  of  "12.  PLANNING 

JUSTIFICATION"  below. 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  District's  non-revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  includes 
automobiles,  trucks,  vans  and  other  motorized  vehicles  necessary  to 
support  bus  service.  To  maintain  a reliable  non-revenue  fleet  that 
will  effectively  meet  the  future  needs  and  requirements  of  the 
District,  vehicles  will  be  replaced  at  the  end  of  their  cost 
effective  useful  lives  or  when  they  have  operated  more  than  100,000 
miles. 

Many  of  the  automobiles  and  service  vehicles  being  replaced  under 
this  program  exceed  100,000  miles.  These  vehicles  have  a history 
of  continual  and  repeated  maintenance  problems.  It  is  more  cost 
effective  for  the  District  to  replace  these  vehicles  than  to 
continue  repairing  them. 

The  District  has  an  established  and  enforced  non-revenue  vehicle 
program  which  adheres  to  FTA  regulations  regarding  the  use  of  non- 
revenue vehicles. 

The  Service  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  has  been  funded  in  recent 
years  with  District  funds.  We  believe  that  this  program  will 
score  "in  the  money"  due  to  the  expected  increase  in  Section  9 
capital  funding  as  a result  of  ISTEA. 

The  District  non-revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  calls  for 
replacing  12  vehicles  annually.  The  estimated  cost  for  FY  93-94  is 
$239,397. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 
project.  However,  non-revenue  vehicle  replacement  is  part  of 
an  annual  ongoing  project  that  the  operator  continues  to 
assign  high  priority. 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  a fleet 
of  reliable  non-revenue  service  vehicles  is  necessary  to  the 
adequate  support  of  bus  service. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  through  enabling  the  District  to 
maintain  a reliable  fleet  of  non-revenue  vehicles  which  will 
efficiently  meet  the  future  needs  and  requirements  of  the 
District  transit  system. 

3.  This  project  will  not  directly  address  significant  or 
regional  goals  or  policies. 

4.  This  project  will  involve  replacement  service  vehicles  used 
in  support  of  existing  service  according  to  a planned 
replacement  program  as  previously  noted. 
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TOTAL  FUNDS  239,397 


July  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  4 - Facilities/Equip  Upgrade 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Preventative  Upkeep  and  Maintenance  of 

Facilities 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (8)  Operating  Yards  and  Station 

(9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shop  and  Garage 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  68 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (d)(9) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 


232,552 

58,138 

290,690 


FTA  Section  9 
Toll  Bridge  Revenue 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (PLEASE 
COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 


*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project 
at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other 
regional  transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced 
in  our  SRTP.  Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and 
through  a mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

Our  Facilities  and  Equipment  Program  for  the  preventive  maintenance  of 
District  facilities  is  in  line  with  one  of  the  stated  intents  of  ISTEA, 
maintenance  of  the  current  transit  infrastructure.  The  program  is 
currently  unfunded.  Emergency  projects  such  as  roof  repairs  have  been 
District  funded.  District  staff  has  recommended  that  this  program  be 
allowed  to  compete  for  Section  9 funding  if  there  is  not  enough  funding 
available  under  Section  3,  Bus  and  Bus  Facilities.  This  program  is 
critical  to  maintaining  District  facilities  in  the  most  cost  effective 
manner  possible  and  maintaining  service  at  the  levels  required  for 
successful  implementation  of  the  District's  CSP. 

The  District's  program  for  FY  93-94  covers  two  fiscal  years  of  the 
District's  program  as  the  expected  increase  in  FY  92-93  capital  funding 
as  a result  of  ISTEA  did  not  occur.  The  District's  FY  92-93  included 
preventive  maintenance  at  the  District's  Central  Maintenance  Facility, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,813,677  ($1,727,311  in  FY  92-93  dollars). 
The  District's  FY  93-94  includes  preventive  maintenance  at  the  Dist- 
rict's Training  Center  Facility,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $290,690. 

The  District  has  four  operating  divisions.  Administrative  General 
Offices  and  Central  Maintenance  Facility;  all  of  which  are  new  facili- 
ties or  have  recently  undergone  reconstruction. 

The  District  Facilities  and  Equipment  Maintenance  Program  has  been 
established  to  ensure  that  these  new/renovated  facilities  do  not 
deteriorate  and  to  make  sure  that  the  fixed  equipment  contained  therein 
is  maintained  in  such  a manner  to  obtain  optimum  benefits  for  District 
transit  operations.  This  program  will  help  the  District  to  achieve 
maximum  life  from  these  units  at  the  most  affordable  cost. 

Currently,  the  District  is  in  the  final  phase  of  its  renovation/rebuild- 
ing program.  By  fiscal  year  1993-94,  the  District's  Central  Maintenance 
Facility  will  have  been  in  operation  for  approximately  nine  (9)  years 
and  three  (3)  (of  four)  of  the  District's  newly  renovated/rebuilt 
divisions  will  have  been  in  operation  for  approximately  six  (6)  years. 
District  Staff  believes  this  is  an  appropriate  time  to  address  any 
deterioration  resulting  from  a twenty-four  (24)  hour  per  day  operation 
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at  each  division.  Not  only  will  equipment  such  as  hydraulic  systems, 
dynamometers  and  paint  booths  need  replacing,  but  yard  parking  areas 
will  need  repaving,  buildings  will  need  repainting,  office  space  will 
need  refurbishing,  heating/air  conditioning/ventilation  systems  will 
need  repair/replacement,  roofs  will  need  repair/replacement  and  facili- 
ties/sites will  need  to  be  upgraded  to  meet  increasingly  stringent 
Federal,  State  and  Local  building  codes,  environmental  protection 
standards  and  toxic  waste  disposal  and  handling  restrictions.  The 
District  will  use  Life-Cycle  Analysis,  along  with  programmed  inspections 
to  effectively  stage  replacements  and  required  repairs. 

The  District's  criteria  for  Fixed  Asset  Replacement  follows  and  is  based 
on  MTC's  Bay  Area  Finance  Plan. 

AC  Transit  Fixed  Asset  Replacement  Schedule 


CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY  PERCENT  REPLACED  ^ REPLACEMENT  AGE 


MAINTENANCE  FACILITY 
ROOF/ELECTICAL 
OPERATION  FACILITY 
ROOF/ELECTICAL 
FUEL/ BUS  WASH  ISLAND 


8.1%  EVERY  8 YEARS 
8.0%  0 30  YEARS 
INCLUDED  IN  ABOVE 

8.1%  EVERY  8 YEARS 
8.0%  0 30  YEARS 
INCLUDED  IN  ABOVE 

8.1%  EVERY  8 YEARS 
8.0%  0 30  YEARS 


PARKING  YARDS 


25.0%  0 10  YEARS 
25.0%  0 20  YEARS 
50.0%  0 30  YEARS 


EQUIPMENT  (IN  FACILITY)  100.0%  0 10  YEARS 


An  amount  equal  to  8.1%  of  the  purchase  cost  (times  the  inflation  factor)  of  a facility  is  required 
to  replace/upgrade  vital  components  of  the  facility  every  8 years.  An  additional  amount  equal  to 
8.0%  of  the  purchase  cost  (times  the  inflation  factor)  is  needed  to  replace /upgrade  other  necessary 
components  of  a facility  every  30  years.  This  would  also  hold  true  for  Fuel  and  Bus  Wash  Islands. 


Additionally,  an  amount  equal  to  25%  of  the  purchase  cost  (times  the  inflation  factor)  of  a parking 
yard  is  needed  for  replacement/upgrading  of  the  yard  at  the  10  and  20  year  mark,  and  50%  of  the 
purchase  cost  (times  the  inflation  factor)  is  needed  for  replacement/upgrading  of  the  yard  at  the 
30  year  mark. 


For  equipment  installed  in  a facility,  an  amount  equal  to  100%  of  the  purchase  cost  (times  the 
inflation  factor)  is  needed  for  replacement/upgrading  of  the  equipment  at  the  10  year  mark. 
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A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project.  However,  it  will  be  the 
first  implementation  of  an  ongoing  program  developed  to  maintain  and  upgrade  AC's  newly 
built/renovated  facilities. 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  it  will  enable  the  District  to  more 
effectively  and  efficiently  maintain  the  fleet  with  equipment  that  is  usable  and  up-to-date 
in  divisions  that  are  maintained  in  such  a manner  as  to  provide  appropriate  working 
conditions  for  proper  maintenance  of  the  fleet. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system  productivity  and  efficiency  as  it  will 
allow  us  to  extend  the  life  of  District  facilities  and  equipment  at  a reasonable  cost. 

3.  This  project  will  address  significant  or  regional  goals  or  policies  regarding  maintenance  of 
facilities  so  that  environmental  and  safety  hazards  will  be  minimized. 

4.  This  project  will  involve  replacement  or  maintenance  of  facilities  and  equipment  for 
maintaining  existing  service. 
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LOCAL  FUNDS 


SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT 
[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate):  $110,598,000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total:  $IJ0.598.QQQ 


FY  1993-94 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Net 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

BART 

$0 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

BART 

BA 

ADA:Signage 

$0 

13 

$423,000 

$23,500 

$23,500 

$470,000 

BA25(93)  St.  & Gdwy  Rehab. 

$0 

9 

$2,841,495 

$710,374 

$3,551,869 

BA41 

Rail  Replacement 

$0 

9 

$3,060,885 

$382,61 1 

$382,611 

$3,826,106 

BA42 

System  Rehabilitation 

$0 

8 

$3.750.000 

$468.750 

$463.750 

$4.687.500 

$10,075,380 

$874,861 

$1,585,234 

$12,535,475 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$10,075,380 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  ^ of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

(June  07,  1993) 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Key  Station  Plan  - Signage 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Implementation  of  ADA  Key  Station  Plan  elements 
as  required  in  49  CFR,  Part  37,  Section  37.47.  Includes  accessible 
route  and  entry  signage,  and  informational  signage. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 (Stations),  21  (Accessibility) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REF:  SRTP  3-23  CIP  50  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $423,000  SOURCE:  Section  9 or  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%)  :$  .47, '>000  SOURCE:  50%  Bridge  Tolls 

50%  TP&D 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $470,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) , Categorical  Exclusion  (15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No.  Yes*:  Will  be  competitively  bid 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  _____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  __________ 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

In  July  1992,  the  BART  Board  of  Directors  adopted  the  Key  Station  Plan 
in  response  to  the  American  With  Disabilities  Act  (ADA) . The  Plan  was 
prepared  in  compliance  with  regulations  set  forth  in  4 9 CFR  Part  37,  San 
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Section  37.47  including  Appendix  A,  Section  10.3.2.  The  purpose  of  the 
Plan  was  to  evaluate  the  BART  system  and  to  set  forth  a program  for 
implementation  of  Key  Station  accessibility  improvements. 

The  Plan  includes:  Determination  of  Key  Stations;  Evaluation  of  Existing 
Station  Conditions;  Improvements  Needed  to  Meet  ADA  Regulations:  Costs 
and  Implementation  Schedule;  Request  for  Extension  of  Time;  Explanation 
of  Public  Participation  and  Public  Comments. 

The  target  date  for  Key  Station  Plan  compliance  is  the  end  of  FY  96. 


The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  identified  the  following  eleven  first  priority 
Key  Stations: 


12th  Street 
19th  Street 
Berkeley 
Coliseum 


Concord 
Fremont 
Embarcadero 
Daly  City 


Montgomery 

Powell 

Civic  Center 


The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  identified  the  following  nine  second  priority 
Key  Stations: 


Lake  Merritt 

MacArthur 

24th/Mission 


Hayward 
Walnut  Creek 
Balboa  Park 


Richmond 
Bay  Fair 

El  Cerrito  Del  Norte 


Of  the  twenty  Key  Stations,  the  first  priority  stations  met  most  of  the 
criteria  for  evaluating  stations,  while  second  priority  stations  met 
fewer  criteria.  In  general,  first  priority  stations  would  be 
implemented  sooner  than  second  priority  stations.  This  project  involves 
the  following  improvements: 


Key  Station  Improvement 


Start  Completion  Cost 


Accessible  Route/ 

Entry  Signage  Oct  93  Sep  94 
Informational  Signage  Oct  93  Sep  94 
Total  Estimated  Project  Cost 


$ 254,000 
$ 216,000 
$ 470,000 


♦ (At  the  time  the  Key  Station  Plan  was  approved  in  July  1993,  the  cost 
estimate  to  structurally  modify  accessible  fare  and  Credit/Debit  Vendor 
equipment  was  not  available.  In  December  1992,  BART  sent  letters  to  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission,  indicating  that  preliminary  cost  estimates  based  on  the 
negotiated  procurement  process  to  provide  one  accessible  point  of  entry 
in  each  of  the  twenty  Key  Stations  would  be  approximately  $10  million.) 

♦ ADA  Key  Station  Plan  and  implementation  requirements  are  set  forth 
in  49  CFR  Part  37,  Section  37.47. 

♦ The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  was  adopted  in  July  1992,  in  compliance 
with  Federal  regulations. 

♦ The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  calls  for  implementation  of  all  Key 
Station  improvements  by  June  1997. 
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♦ Proposed  Project  funding  is  essential  to  meet  the  June  1997 

deadline . 

♦ Improvements  to  BART  Key  Stations  will  improve  the  overall 

accessibility  of  the  BART  system  for  persons  with  disabilities  and 
V7ill  make  the  BART  system  more  convenient  to  use  by  all 
passengers . 

♦ The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  was  subject  to  an  extensive  public 

participation  process. 

♦ The  BART  Accessibility  Task  Force,  an  advisory  committee  of  the 
elderly  and  disability  community  recommended  the  BART  Key  Station 
Plan  in  June  1992. 

♦ The  proposed  project  is  considered  to  be  an  urgent  project. 

Project  urgency  is  based  on  BART's  request  for  an  extension  of  time 
for  all  Key  Stations  on  a station  by  station  basis.  This  request 
was  made  because,  the  requirements  for  project  scoping,  design, 
public  review,  need  for  additional  professional  resources, 
availability  of  funding,  identification  of  acceptable  industry 
standards,  project  costs,  construction  and  procurement  procedures 
required  by  Federal,  State  and  local  regulations  for  each  station, 
would  result  in  extraordinarily  expensive  structural  changes  to,  or 
replacement  of  existing  facilities  that  are  of  similar  magnitude 
and  cost  to  major  facilities  alterations  and  meet  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  threshold  for  Key  Stations. 

IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  ADA  Key  Station  Plan  - Signage 

Operator:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
Date:  May  17,  1993 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94 
of  MTC's  FY94  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
(June  07,  1993) 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2.  PROJECT  NAME: 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


STATION  & GUIDEWAY  REHABILITATION  FY94 
(R-STGD94 .PJW) 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  various  worn  and  obsolete  components 

and  subsystems,  and  rehabilitate  various 
facilities,  in  stations. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 (Passenger  Stations) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  CIP  34,35,36,46 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 2,841,495 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 710,374 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 3,551,869 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 

SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

see  Expenditure  Plan 


NEPA  STATUS: 
CEQA  STATUS: 


23  CFR  771.117  (c) , CE  (18) 

15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 


11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 


No 


Yes 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No 


Yes*  (will  be  competitively  bid) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 


Yes 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  funding  will  be  applied  toward  individual  high  priority  projects 
such  as:  Repair  structural  damage  in  platform  substructures  ($390,000); 
Replace  anti-skid  coatings  on  station  stairs  ($275,000);  Repair 
structural  damage  to  Lake  Merritt  Station  roof  ($355,000);  Replace  radio 
call  voice  recorders  ($50,000);  Corrosion  protection  of  steel  tunnel 
liner  rings  and  structural  girders  ($700,000);  Replace  subway  sump  pumps 
($1,782,000) . 

This  project  is  to  replace  various  worn  and  obsolete  components  of  the 
stations.  Passengers  will  directly  benefit  due  to  added  comfort  and 
convenience.  Maintenance  efficiencies  result  when  old  equipment  is 
replaced  with  modern  equipment . 

IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Date:  June  07,  1993 

Project:  Station  & Guideway  Rehabilitation  FY94 

Operator:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 


FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


Develop 

Specification 


Bid/Award 

Delivery 

Installation 


delivery  of 


individual  elements  will  vary 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$)  : 

1 

1 

1 

FY  94 

- 1 
1 

1 FY  95 

- 1 
1 

1 FY  96 

1 

I 

1 FY  97 

FTA  SEC.  9 

1 

1 

1,706 

1 852 

1 284 

1 

1 

STATE /LOCAL 

1 

1 

426 

1 213 

1 

1 71 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1 “ 
1 

-1- 

2,132 

1 1,065 

-1 

1 355 

.1 

1 

1 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94 
of  MTC's  FY94  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
(June  07,  1993) 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


2.  PROJECT  NAME:  RAIL  REPLACEMENT  (R-RAIL94 . P JW) 


3. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Replace  worn  rail  and 
throughout  the  system. 

rail  components 

4 . 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

4 (Transit  Way) 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

CIP  28  & 35 

TIP  PAGE 

REFERENCE : 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 3,060,885 

SOURCE : 

Section  9 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

$ 765,221 

SOURCE : 

50%  Bridge  Tolls 
50%  TP&D 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$ 3,826,106 

see  Expenditure  Plan 

9. 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) , CE  (18) 

CEQA  STATUS:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No  Yes 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  Yes*  (will  be  competitively  bid) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  will  benefit  transit  passengers  directly  by  ensuring 
greater  safety  and  a smoother,  quieter  ride.  The  project  consists  of 
replacing  worn  rail  (especially  on  curves)  and  related  track  components 
such  as  rail  lubricators,  insulated  joints  and  rail  fasteners. 

BART  trains  travel  up  to  80  mph,  with  an  acceleration  rate  of  4.4  feet 
per  second  squared  (ft/sec/sec)  while  operating  under  a fully  automated 
train  control  system.  For  this  reason,  it  is  important  that  the  track 
structure  be  maintained  at  a level  exceeding  Federal  Railway 
Administration  and  other  transit  systems  safety  requirements. 
Therefore,  rail  on  the  BART  system  must  be  replaced  every  5-7  years. 

In  addition  to  the  rail  and  switch  component  replacement,  various  other 
components  of  the  trackway  must  be  replaced.  These  components  include 
rail  lubricators,  insulated  joints,  direct  fixation  rail  fasteners, 
timber  at  different  maintenance  of  way  access  points.  None  of  these 
components  have  ever  been  replaced,  all  are  nearly  20  years  old  and  all 
are  failing  with  increased  frequency. 

The  rail  lubricators  produce  lubrication  for  sections  of  curved  rail  in 
order  to  reduce  friction  between  the  rail  and  the  revenue  vehicle 
wheels.  The  lubrication  reduces  wear  on  the  rail  and  on  the  vehicle 
wheels,  and  lessens  wheel  screeching  which  is  extremely  irritating  to 
the  passengers. 

Insulated  joints  are  used  in  track  switches,  for  purposes  of  train 
control.  When  one  of  these  joints  fails,  the  train  control  system 
detects  an  occupancy.  Trains  approaching  this  "false"  occupancy  must  be 
operated  in  road  manual  which  can  create  significant  train  delays, 
thereby  directly  impacting  transit  passengers. 

Direct  fixation  rail  fasteners  are  used  to  keep  the  rail  in  proper 
gauge,  alignment  and  surface,  and  will  reduce  maintenance.  Rail 
fasteners  on  sharp  curves  are  rapidly  approaching  the  point  where  change 
out  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  integrity  of  the  trackway. 

The  trackbed  at  maintenance  of  way  access  points  is  made  of  wood  and  has 
deteriorated  due  to  constant  exposure  to  the  elements.  Replacement  will 
reduce  maintenance  of  the  access  points. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Date:  June  07,  1993 

Project:  Rail  Replacement  FY94 

Operator:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FFY  94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FFY  95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


-I 


Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


Procurement 


Installation 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

1 

1 

FFY  94 

1 

1 FFY  95 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  9 

1 “ 
1 

2,  694 

1 367 

■■■'  1 
1 

__  1 ^ 

1 

STATE /LOCAL 

1 

1 

673 

1 92 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1 “ 
1 

-1- 

3,367 

1 459 

-1 

1 

— 1 

1 

1 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94 
of  MTC' s FY94  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
(June  07,  1993) 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2.  PROJECT  NAME: 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


SYSTEM  REPiABILITATION  FY94 
(R-SYSTM.PJW) 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  various  worn  and  obsolete  system  and 

station  equipment,  rehabilitate  various 
facilities,  and  replace  service  vehicles. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 (Passenger  Stations)  4 (Transit  Way) 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  CIP  35,36,40,41 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 3,750,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 937,500 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 4,687,500 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

SOURCE:  Section  9 

SOURCE:  50%  Bridge  Tolls 

50%  TP&D 

see  Expenditure  Plan 


NEPA  STATUS: 
CEQA  STATUS: 


23  CFR  771.117  (c) , CE  (18) 

15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 


11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 


No 


Yes 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No 


Yes*  (will  be  competitively  bid) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 


No 


Yes 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


BART  proposes  to  use  this  funding  for  a program  of  System  Rehabilitation 
projects  for  high  priority  individual  projects  such  as  the  following: 
Reroof  various  facilities  ($500,000);  Replace  critical  right-of-way 
fencing  ($275,000);  Rehabilitate  security  grill  gates  at  various 
stations  ($500,  000);  Repair  structural  damage  to  Lalce  Merritt  Channel 
subway  ($1,550,000);  Replace  platform  edge  tile  in  various  stations 
($1,500,000);  Replace  various  service  vehicles  ($362,000). 

This  project  is  to  replace  various  worn  and  obsolete  components  of  the 
stations,  system  subway,  and  non-revenue  service  vehicles.  Passengers 
will  directly  benefit  due  to  added  comfort  and  convenience.  Maintenance 
efficiencies  result  when  old  equipment  is  replaced  with  modern 
equipment . 

IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Date:  June  07,  1993 

Project:  System  Rehabilitation  FY94 

Operator:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


1 

1 IMPLEMENTATION! 
{SCHEDULE:  j 

1- 

FY  94  ! 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4! 

1- 

FY  95  1 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4! 

FY  96 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

— 1 

! FY  97 
Q4!  Q1  02  03 

04! 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 Develop  j 1 I j j 

1 Specification!  ! 1 1 I 

1 1 

! Bid/Award  ! 

1 ! 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

! - 
! 
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1 

1 

1 

1 

1 1 

1 Delivery  ! 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 “ 

! - 
! 
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1 

! 
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1 

1 ^ ^ ^ ! ■ 

! Installation  ! 

! ! 

1 " 
1 

installation 

1 

of  individual 

elements 

1 

1 

will  vary 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 
! EXPENDITURE  ! 
! PLAN  (000$) : ! 

1 

! 

FY  94  ! 

1 

! 

FY  95  ! 

FY  96 

1 

! 

! FY  97 

! ! ■ 

! FTA  SEC.  9 ! 

750  1 

2,625  1 

375 

! 

1 

1 

! 1 
! STATE /LOCAL  ! 

188  ! 

656  ! 

94 

1 

! 

1 1 . 

! TOTAL  FUNDS  ! 

1 1. 

938  1 

1 

3,281  1 

1- 

469 

! 

— 1 

SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
ETA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 


Grantee:  CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


I Section  9 Funds  Available: 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate):  $1 10,598,000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds:  $0. 

Total:  $110,598,000 


FY  1993-94 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Net 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

CCCTA 

$1,605,404 

$12,189,271 

$13,794,675 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

CCCTA 

CC05 

30  STD  RepI  Buses 

$0 

14 

$6,666,420 

$1,602,330 

$8,268,750 

CC08 

MIS  Replacement 

$0 

9 

$464,449 

$116,112 

$580,561 

CC17 

Repl.  Non-Rev.  Veh  (5) 

$0 

9 

$46.758 

$11.690 

$58.448 

$7,177,627 

$0 

$1,730,132 

$8,907,759 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$8,783,031 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11. 


Date:  June  4.  1993 
FY94 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine-year  Program 
of  MTC  s Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
PROJECT  NAME:  CC05  30  Replacement  Buses 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  30  CCCTA  buses  and  related  equipment  including  fare- 
boxes.  headsigns,  air  conditioning,  wheelchair  lifts,  radios,  and  spare  engine  packages. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  New/used  Revenue  Vehicles 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  111-14  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-24 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 5 555  420  SOURCE:  Section  9 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  19.4^  $ 1,602,330  SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $8,268,750 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 .1 17(c)(17). 

CEOA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302. 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005  1): 

a Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your 
adopted  policy? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b Were  the  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise 
provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes.  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 
No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments? 
Reference  ) 

d Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes.  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  CCCTA  buses  at  the  end  of  their  useful 
lives.  Consistent  with  federal  policy,  CCCTA’s  standard  for  replacement  of  revenue  vehicles 
is  after  12  years  of  service.  The  30  vehicles  being  replaced  were  purchased  and  put  into 
service,  by  CCCTA,  in  1983.  Each  bus  will  be  equipped  with  a farebox,  two-way  radio,  air 
conditioning,  electronic  headsign,  and  wheelchair  lift. 

Routine  replacement  of  CCCTA’s  revenue  fleet  is  essential  to  the  safe  and  economical  provi- 
sion of  local  mass  transportation  services.  After  12  years  of  continuous  service,  transit 
coaches  are  at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives,  notwithstanding  a regular  preventative  mainte- 
nance program.  By  this  time,  12-year  old  buses  can  no  longer  be  operated  without  incurring 
significantly  increased  maintenance  costs  as  components  begin  to  fail.  By  regularly  replacing 
antiquated  coaches,  CCCTA  can  continue  to  operate  efficient,  safe  and  reliable  bus  service 
that  is  not  subject  to  disruption  and  patron  inconvenience  because  of  breakdowns  and 
roadcalls. 

As  this  project  involves  the  replacement  of  worn  equipment  on  a one-for-one  basis,  there  are 
no  unique  or  incremental  costs  directly  associated  with  this  project.  CCCTA  does  not  expect 
to  incur  additional  costs  as  a result  of  this  project.  In  fact,  this  project  is  an  essential  ele- 
ment in  CCCTA’s  efforts  to  continue  operating  safe,  reliable,  and  economical  bus  service. 
The  foregoing  of  this  project  would  likely  result  in  additional  costs  as  buses  that  have  ex- 
ceeded their  useful  lives  require  higher  levels  of  maintenance  and,  consequently,  labor  hours 
and  parts  to  be  kept  in  service. 
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Date;  June  4.  1993 
FY94 


Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
Project  Justification  Worksheet 
Implementation  Schedule/Expenditure  Plan 

Project  Name:  30  Replacement  Buses 

Project  No.:  CC-05 

Funding  Source:  FTA  Section  9 

Implementation  Schedule 

1.  Anticipated  date  of  execution  of  funding  agreement March  1,  1994 

2.  Release  of  competetive  procurement  documents May  1,  1994 

3.  Bid  Opening June  15,  1994 

4 Award  of  contract July  15.  1994 

5 CCCTA/vendor  contract  execution August  30,  1994 

6 Production  of  buses Sept  1 - Jan  30,  1995 

7 CCCTA  acceptance  of  buses March  15.  1995 

Expenditure  Plan 

1 10%  of  contract  value  paid  to  vendor  at  "Notice  to  Proceed" 

2.  25%  of  contract  value  paid  to  contractor  at  2 months 

3 25%  paid  at  4 months 

4 25%  paid  at  6 months 

5 15%  paid  at  CCCTA  acceptance  of  buses 
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Date:  June  4,  1993 
FY94 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine-year  Program 
of  MTC’s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CC08  Management  Information  System  (MIS)  Replacement 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replacement  of  minicomputer  CPU,  system  components,  35  ter- 
minals, 8 laser  printers,  2 dot  matrix  printers,  and  one  line  printer  along  with  reiated  periph- 
eral equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  111-16 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $464,449 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $116,112 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $580,561 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND 
STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.1 17(c)(19). 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code, 

Section  15301. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your 
adopted  policy? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  the  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise 
provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments? 
Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 
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12  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


CCCTA  utilizes  two  minicomputers  to  support  the  vast  majority  of  its  data  processing 
requirements  These  requirements  include  financial  accounting,  payroll,  inventory,  pur- 
chasing, fixed  assets,  vehicle  maintenance,  and  ridership  and  operating  statistic  manage- 
ment The  minicomputers  are  also  used  to  support  general  office  automation  functions, 
including  word  processing,  document  processing,  financial  spreadsheet  analysis,  document 
filing,  and  electronic  messaging.  The  functions  encompass  and  affect  virtually  all  administra- 
tive functions  as  well  as  a number  of  operations  and  maintenance  functions.  Disruption  of 
these  activities  would  have  a direct  negative  impact  on  the  provision  of  on-street  transit  serv- 
ices 

The  Authority  uses  a six  year  timeline  for  depreciation  and  replacement  of  its  data  proc- 
essing hardware.  This  timeline  is  sufficiently  long  to  ensure  complete  amortization  of  the 
value  of  data  processing  equipment,  yet  is  a sufficiently  brief  period  to  permit  the  Authority 
to  remain  roughly  in  step  with  technological  improvements. 

This  project  proposes  to  fund  replacement  of  a minicomputer  CPU  and  peripheral  equipment 
(terminals,  printers,  and  communications  devices)  used  by  CCCTA  staff  to  access  and  use 
the  minicomputer  it  relies  upon  for  its  data  processing  needs.  The  equipment  to  be  replaced 
was  acquired  using  a combination  of  federal  and  local  funds  during  the  period  1986-1988. 
The  equipment  will  have  reached  the  end  of  its  useful  life  by  the  period  1993.  This  will  be 
due  to  a number  of  factors  including: 

1)  Loss  of  functionality  due  to  lack  of  compatibility  with  current  generations  of  applications 
software 

2)  Loss  of  functionality  due  to  increased  hardware  failure  rates  and  associated  increases 
in  maintenance  costs. 

3)  Loss  of  functionality  due  to  absence  of  commonly  required  operating  features. 

Successful  replacement  of  the  equipment  proposed  by  this  project  will  have  the  following 
benefits: 

1)  Continued  ability  to  effectively  utilize  functionality  of  existing  resource  investment  in 
minicomputer  hardware  and  software  systems; 

2)  Continued  uninterrupted  provision  of  basic  administrative  functions  which  support  transit 
operations,  including  payroll,  accounting,  farebox  control,  and  word  document  proc- 
essing activities 

3)  Avoidance  of  increased  hardware  maintenance  costs.  Tne  peripheral  hardware  equip- 
ment proposed  for  replacement  as  part  of  this  project  is  not  rated  for  use  beyond  a 
six-year  period.  Failure  to  effect  scheduled  replacement  would  clearly  lead  to  Increased 
hardware  failure  rates  and  associated  costs. 

The  CCCTA  Finance  Department  utilizes  a five-year  Data  Processing  Systems  Plan,  to  guide 
development  and  maintenance  of  its  data  processing  systems.  That  plan  is  reviewed  and 
approved  by  the  CCCTA  Board  of  Directors.  This  project  is  a scheduled  replacement  com- 
ponent of  that  plan 
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Date:  June  4,  1993 
FY94 


Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
Project  Justification  Worksheet 
Implementation  Schedule/Expenditure  Plan 

Project  Name:  MIS  Replacement 

Project  No.:  CC-08 

Funding  Source:  FTA  Section  9 

Implementation  Schedule 

1 . Anticipated  date  of  execution  of  funding  agreement 

2.  Release  of  competetive  procurement  documents 

3.  Bid  Opening 

4.  Award  of  contract 

5.  CCCTA/vendor  contract  execution 

6.  Delivery/installation  of  equipment 

Expenditure  Plan 

1.  10%  of  contract  value  paid  to  vendor  at  "Notice  to  Proceed" 

2.  25%  of  contract  value  paid  to  contractor  at  2 months 

3.  25%  to  be  paid  at  delivery  of  equipment 

4.  40%  to  be  paid  at  CCCTA  acceptance 


March  1,  1994 
May  1,  1994 
June  15,  1994 
July  15,  1994 
August  30,  1994 
December  1,  1994 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 


Dale:  June  4,  1993 
FY94 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine-year  Program 
of  MTC’s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
PROJECT  NAME:  cc17  Service  Vehicle  Replacement  (2) 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  CCCTA  nonrevenue  service  vehicles  including  supervi- 
sors sedans,  staff  sedans,  and  utility  trucks. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  Service  Vehicles/Revenues  Vehicles  Movement  Control 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  111-14 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-9-5 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$46,758 

SOURCE:  Section  9 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%): 

$11,690 

SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$58,448 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(17). 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code.  Section  15302. 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005  1): 

a Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your 
adopted  policy? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b Were  the  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise 
provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes.  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 
No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments? 
Reference  ) 

d Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 
No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


This  project  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  service  vehicles  in  CCCTA’s  nonrevenue 
fleet.  It  includes  replacement  of  four  service  trucks  and  nine  staff  and  street  supervisors’ 
sedans.  The  trucks  are  used  by  maintenance  staff  to  make  roadcalls  and  to  pick  up  parts 
from  suppliers.  The  staff  automobiles  are  used  by  administrative  staff  to  attend  meetings  and 
to  conduct  field  investigations  within  the  CCCTA  service  area.  Additionally,  these  vehicles  are 
used  to  service  timetables  and  pass  outlets  located  at  a variety  of  places  throughout  the 
CCCTA  service  area.  The  supervisors’  sedans  are  used  to  monitor  the  operation  of  CCCTA 
buses  and  their  operators  when  in  service. 

This  project  is  part  of  CCCTA’s  continuing  program  to  replace  Authority  nonrevenue  vehicles 
at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives.  This  program  is  based  on  a replacement  schedule  which 
includes  the  following  standards  for  determining  when  such  vehicles  are  candidates  for 
replacement: 

- Age:  Generally,  automobiles  and  service  trucks  should  be  at  least  four  years  old  before 
they  are  eligible  for  replacement. 

- Mileage:  Automobiles  should  have  at  least  75,000  miles;  service  trucks,  65,000. 

The  vehicles  within  this  project  will  have  reached  both  stages  by  the  time  they  are  slated  to 
be  replaced. 

Replacement  of  nonrevenue  vehicles  at  the  end  of  their  lives  is  the  most  economical  alterna- 
tive available.  It  avoids  incurring  high  operating  expenses  to  repair  and  maintain  vehicles 
past  the  end  of  their  useful  lives  when  major  components  begin  to  fail  and  repair  costs 
increase  significantly. 

This  project  is  part  of  a vehicle  replacement  program  that  will  occur  over  four  fiscal  years. 
Listed  below  is  a schedule  of  vehicle  replacement  for  this  project: 


# of  Vehicles 
1 Van  & 1 Truck 


Yearly  Cost 
$58,448 
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Date:  June  4,  1993 
FY94 


Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
Project  Justification  Worksheet 
Implementation  Schedule/Expenditure  Plan 

Project  Name:  Service  Vehicle  Replacement 

Project  No.:  CC-17 

Funding  Source:  FTA  Section  9 

Implementation  Schedule 

1 Anticipated  date  of  execution  of  funding  agreement 

2 CCCTA  notification  to  state  of  California  Procurement  Office  of 

"specifications"  for  vehicles  

3.  State  Procurement  Office  release  of  "Purchase  Order"  to 
CCCTA 

4 Vendor  delivery  of  vehicles  to  CCCTA 

Expenditure  Plan 

1 Full  payment  to  vendor  at  CCCTA  acceptance  of  vehicles  .... 


March  1,  1994 
March  15,  1994 

April  1,  1994 

June  30,  1994 

June  30,  1994 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
ETA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient;  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  CalTrain 


I Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 

FY  1 993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 


$110,598,000 


FY  1993-94 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Net 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

CalTrain 

$716,477 

$8,293,317 

$9,009,794 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Key  Sm  Access  (SF) 

13 

$3,121,200 

$780,300 

$3,901,500 

Track  Rehab  (SF) 

13 

$4.590.000 

$573.750 

$573.750 

$5.737.500 

$7,711,200 

$1,354,050 

$573,750 

$9,639,000 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$8,427,677 
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9. 

10. 


OPERATOR: 

PROJECT  NAME: 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


PROJECT  JXJSnnCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

Key  Station  Accessibility 


Retrofit  ’key*  PCS  stations  to  provide  access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers 
in  con^iliance  with  ADA. 


(6)  Passenger  Stations 
FY94-02,  page  64 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $5,100,000  (FY  1994) 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $1,275,000  (FY  1994) 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE:  n/a 
SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $6,375,000  (FY  1994) 

DOES  NOT  INCLUDE  ROLLED  OVER  FY  1993  PROGRAMMED  FUNDS  IN  SAN  JOSE  UZA 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X544:  $4,419,200  (portion  rolled  over  to  FY  1994) 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.1 17(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPI^TE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  seaor  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 
No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  p65 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  pan  of 
the  above  named  project? 


No. 


_ Yes.  SRTP  Page  Reference  _ 


(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  _ 


Are  there  impediments  affeaing  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 


No. 


_ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  , 


(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  _ 
Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


No 


_ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _ 


(If  yes,  bow  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  _ 


J 
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12. 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


As  required  by  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  Caltrans/JPB  intends  to  retrofit  key  CalTrain  stations 
to  provide  access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers.  Although  the  "key"  CalTrain  stations  have  not  yet  been 
identified,  Caltrans  is  assinning  that  at  a minimum  the  following  stations  will  designated.  Major  tunnel  replacement 
or  restructuring  will  be  required  at  San  Jose  and  Palo  Alto  and  extensive  ramping  will  be  required  at  Hillsdale.  The 
other  stations  listed  will  need  comparatively  minor  retrofitting,  including  restroom  modification,  braille  signage  and 
platform  tile  installation. 


TOTAL  KSA  PROGRAM 


STATION 

SCOPE  OF  WORK 

COST 

San  Francisco 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  street 
access,  door  modification,  signing 
and  platform  tiles. 

$200,000 

San  Mateo 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

HUlsdale 

Ramping,  retaining  walls,  restroom 
modification,  signing  and  tiles 

$2,000,000 

Redwood  City 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

Palo  Alto 

Rebuild/replace  tunnels  (2),  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$3,000,000 

Mountain  View 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

Sunnyvale 

Modify  restooms,  building  access, 
signing  and  platform  tiles 

$300,000 

Santa  Clara 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

San  Jose 

Rebuild/replace  tunnels,  .signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$5,500,000 

Tamien 

Already  Accessible 

No  Cost 

TOTAL 


$11,400,000 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENPmJRE  PLAN 


Project:  Ke>-  Suiion  Acccssibiliry. 
Operator:  JPB 
Date:  July  IS,  1993 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Funber  clearances  marked  below  with  *0*) 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY94 

FY95 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabiliiation 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY93* 

FY94 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$1,833,300 

$5,100,000 

Title  230280) 

Prop.  108 

Prop.116 

$458,325 

$1,275,000 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$2,291,625 

$6,375,000 

The  JPB  has  firsi  call  on  section  9 funding  in  the  San  Jose  U21A  for  this  portion  of  funds 
previously  applied  for  in  FY  1993. 


FY  1994-200  0 MTC  Capital  Priorities  Listing 


FY  PROJECT  SF/OAK  UZA  SJ  UZA 

94  Key  Station  Access  $3,121,200  $3,812,100* 

* Includes  $1,833,300  originally  programmed  for  FY  1993 
**  20%  local  match 


LOCAL  TOTAL 
$1,733,325**  $8,666,625 


PROJECT  JCSTmCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  F\'  94-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4 

5 
6. 
7. 


8 

9. 

10. 
11. 


OPERATOR: 

PROJECT  NAME: 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $7,500,000 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $1,500,000 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $9,000,000 


Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

Track  Rehabilitation 

System  wide  track  rehabilitation  including:  ballast.  CWR.  . 
Transit  Way 
FY94-02.  page  64 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE:  n/a 
SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 


PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X285:  $5,795,868  (Caltrans) 

CA-90-X335:  $2,745,343  (Caltrans) 

CA-90-X544:  $5,251,446  (JPB)  Rolled  over  due  to  designation  issue. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code.  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

COMPUANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 
__  No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  p 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  seaor  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  pan  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes.  bow  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affeaing  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes.  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes.  bow  have  the  complamts  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 
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ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


This  track  rehabilitation  project  is  an  ongoing  project  of  in^)rovements  to  the  JPBPCS  railroad  track 
between  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose.  The  project  includes  the  replacement  and  installation  of  Continuous 
Welded  Rail  (CWR) , tie  replacement,  curve  rail  replacement,  surfacing,  station  area  track  rehabilitation 
and  bridge  rail  rehabilitation.  The  individual  projects  have  been  identified  and  categorized  in  level  of 
importance  by  the  JPB's  rail  consultants,  Woodside  Consulting. 

The  JPB,  with  the  guidance  of  Woodside  Rail  Consultants,  have  identified  an  ongoing  program  of  track 
rehabilitation  projects  up  to  FY2002.  These  projects  are  essentially  an  extension  or  continuation  of 
projects  previously  undertaken  by  Caltrans  prior  to  their  relinquishment  of  control  in  1992.  Detailed 
surveys  of  the  current  (1993)  condition  of  the  track  were  undertaken  by  Woodside  Consultants.  The  results 
of  the  survey  were  translated  into  a comprehensive  track  rehabilitation  program  which  has  been  identified 
in  the  current  JPB  Caltrain  Nine  Year  Plan  adopted  in  September  1992.  The  FY  1994-2002  SRTP  is 
currently  in  draft  stage  and  is  estimated  to  be  adopted  in  September  1993. 

The  track  rehabilitation  program  includes  the  rehabilitation  and  replacement  of  curve  rail,  jointed  rail  with 
CWR,  crossties,  surfacing  and  ballast,  rail  top  grinding  and  contouring,  and  rehabilitation  of  grade 
crossings. 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Track  Rehabilitation. 

Operator:  JPB 
Date:  July  15.  1993 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY94 

FY95  1 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4  1 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabiliiation 

X 

X 

X 

1 

Funding  Sources 

FY93* 

FY94 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$1,598,148 

$7,500,000 

Tide  230280) 

Prop.  108 

Prop. 116 

$399,537 

$1,500,000 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$1,997,685 

$9,000,000 

The  JPB  has  first  call  on  section  9 funding  in  the  San  Jose  UZA  for  this  portion  of  funds 
previously  applied  for  in  FY  1993. 


- 85  - 


FY  1994-20QO  MTC  Capital  Priorities  Listing 


PROJECT  SF/OAK  UZA  SJ  UZA  LOCAL  TOTAL 

Track  Rehabilitation  $4,590,000  $4,508,148*  $1,899,537**  $10,997,685 

* Includes  $1,598,148  originally  programmed  for  FY  1993 
**  20%  local  match 
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!iAN  nUNClSCO/OAlO-ANI)  I RBANIZ-FJ)  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PRIK;RANJ 

Dcsipulrd  Rrdpi^ni:  Mrlropoliun  Transporution  Coramlsskin 
Grmntrr:  Goktrn  Galf  Bridgr  and  Highway  Transit  DisIrkI 
I Section  9 Funds  Available  | 

FY  199.V94  Appartionmcnt  (Esumatc)  $110,598,000 

F^' 1992-93  Cairyover  Funds  Jfi 

Total  $110.598.000 


Program  of  Projecu 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 


F\  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


GGBHTD  $1,567,832 


$51,477,768  $53,045,600 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 


GGBKTD 

GC  Larkspur  Ferry 

GGOI  RepI  Buses  (34) 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

Commit.  $3,443,411 

14  $8.999.222 

$12,442,633 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: $14.010.465 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

$1,706,689 

$949,900 

$6,100,000 

SQ 

$2.176.918 

$11.176.140 

$1,706,689 

$3,126,818 

$17,276,140 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  AMENDED  FY  1993/94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion  Ferry  Vessel 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Reprogram  from  FY  1990/91  and  purchase  a new, 

faster  ferry  vessel  to  expand  Larkspur  ferry 
service. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  or  used  revenue  vehicle 

5.  FY90/91  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  96  FY90/91  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-44 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,443,411  SOURCE:  FTA  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 2,656^589  SOURCE:  TCI , CATIA, STA, OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 6,100,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  EIR/S 

NEPA  STATUS:  Estimated  delivery  date:  January  1994 
CEQA  STATUS:  Estimated  delivery  date:  January  1994 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  pp . 3 2 . 3 3 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 


No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  _Various 
correspondence  available  upon  request.  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  Regional  Ferry  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  October 
1991,  recommends  an  expansion  of  Larkspur  and  Sausalito  ferry  services 
using  two  new  fast  ferry  vessels.  The  first  new  vessel  would  be 
purchased  with  reprogrammed  FY  1990/91  federal  funds.  These  funds  were 
originally  programmed  for  a replacement  vessel  with  no  service 
expansion.  The  MTC  amended  the  original  project  description  to  allow 
the  funds  to  be  used  for  an  expansion  vessel.  Service  expansion 
requires  preparation  of  an  EIR/S.  The  environmental  evaluation  is 
underway  and  will  delay  implementation  of  the  project  to  the  end  of  FY 
1993/94.  The  District  has  assembled  a funding  program  utilizing  a 
combination  of  State  of  California  (TCI,  CATIA  and  STA) , District 
reserves  and  FTA  Section  9 funds  totaling  $6.1  million  for  purchase  of 
the  expansion  vessel.  The  District  will  consider  the  feasibility  of 
purchasing  a second  new  vessel  for  the  Larkspur  ferry  service  based  on 
the  operating  performance  of  the  first  expansion  vessel. 

The  new  vessel  will  likely  be  a 30  to  40  knot,  twin  hull,  350 
passenger  ferry.  In  combined  service  with  the  3 existing  vessels,  the 
District  would  operate  30  minute  headways  between  Larkspur  and  San 
Francisco  during  the  AM  peak  period.  Midday  headways  would  be  improved 
to  hourly  compared  to  the  present  120  minute  headway.  The  total  number 
of  weekday  crossings  would  be  increased  from  28  to  42  per  day.  Travel 
time  would  be  reduced  to  30  minutes,  from  the  current  45  to  50  minute 
crossing,  making  the  ferry  service  faster  than  automobile  travel. 

The  new  vessel  will  be  fully  accessible  to  persons  with  disabilites 
in  accordance  with  ADA.  Accessibility  features  comprise  about  $50,000 
to  $100,000  of  the  vessel  cost. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  June  4,  1993 
Project:  Expansion  Ferry 

Operator:  GGBHTD 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  None 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  AMENDED  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1993/94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  34  buses  in  FY94  to  replace  18  GMC 

Newlook  inaccessible  buses  over  20  years  old  and  to  replace  16  GMC-RTS 
buses  over  12  years  old. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  92  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-42 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $8,999,222  FY94  SOURCE:  FTA  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $2,176,918  FY94  SOURCE:  STA,OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $11,176,140  FY94 . 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $5,125,000  from  CA-90-X098,  $9,120,000  from  CA-90- 
X239,  $5,040,000  from  CA-90-X281,  $5,292,000  from  CA-90-X328 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  CE 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.115b20 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code , Article  19,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dp.  33.34 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
Various  correspondence  available  on  request) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Seven  years  ago,  with  regional  and  federal  concurrence,  the 
District  established  a "seat  for  seat"  policy  of  replacing  25  of  its  242 
GMC  new  look  buses  with  30  new  buses  per  year  to  gradually  retire  the 
older  buses  before  they  become  too  expensive  to  maintain  at  the  high 
standard  required  for  the  long  distance  Golden  Gate  Transit  intercounty 
operation.  The  additional  5 buses  per  year  were  needed  to  offset  a loss 
of  seats  as  the  49  seat  new  look  buses  were  being  replced  with 
wheelchair  lift  equipped  buses  with  only  41  seats.  A total  of  289  new 
buses  were  programmed  to  replace  the  242  new  look  buses. 

Between  1983  and  1987,  in  response  to  declining  patronage,  the 
District  retired  more  buses  than  it  purchased,  resulting  in  a reduction 
in  its  fleet  size  from  275  to  239  buses.  However  in  1989,  to 
accommodate  an  upturn  in  the  patronage  of  existing  transbay  commute  bus 
services,  the  District  began  reinstating  services  and  thus  over  the  next 
several  years  more  buses  were  purchased  than  retired. 

During  FY90,  80  new  wheelchair  lift  equipped  TMC-RTS  buses  with  39 
seats  were  delivered  and  put  into  existing  GGT  service.  The  District 
purchased  63  new  TMC-RTS  buses  with  40  seats  in  FY91  using  FTA  Section 
9 grants  for  FY89  and  FY90.  Of  the  original  242  new  look  buses,  58 
remained  in  the  GGT  active  fleet  of  277  buses  at  the  end  of  1992. 

In  1991,  FTA  directed  the  District  to  discontinue  its  "seat  for 
seat"  replacement  program  as  it  was  contrary  to  FTA  definition  of  bus 
replacement  on  a "unit  for  unit"  basis.  The  District  will  use  FY91  FTA 
9 funds  to  purchase  37  inter-city  buses  with  wheelchair  lifts  in  FY94. 
Upon  receiving  these  buses,  37  GMC  new  look  buses  with  no  wheelchair 
lift,  averaging  between  20  and  23  years  old  and  between  600,000  and 
800,000  miles,  would  be  sold. 

The  District  has  developed  a new  replacement  schedule  to  conform  to 
the  FTA  "unit  for  unit"  replacement  policy  and  also  to  conform  to  FTA 
and  regional  policy  allowing  buses  to  be  replaced  at  12  years  of  age. 
The  new  schedule  for  the  next  9 years  is  as  follows:  program  34 
replacement  buses  in  FY  94;  51  buses  in  FY  96;  4 buses  in  FY  98;  21 
buses  in  FY  2000;  and  43  buses  in  FY  2002. 

In  FY94  funds  are  programmed  to  replace  all  remaining  inaccessible 
GMC  new  look  buses  (except  for  one  coach  which  will  be  preserved  for 
historical  interest) . The  first  group  of  wheelchair  accessible  buses  in 
the  fleet,  16  GMC-RTS  low  floor,  bench  seat  city-buses  which  will  have 
seen  heavy  use  over  a 13  year  period  accumulating  over  525,000  miles, 
are  also  to  be  replaced. 

Without  the  replacement  of  the  existing  aging  fleet,  the  bus 
service  will  degradate  as  coaches  require  more  frequent  repair  and 
become  increasingly  unavailable  for  revenue  service,  and  become  less 
reliable  and  subject  to  increased  probability  of  road  failure.  New 
buses  should  require  less  costly  maintenance  and  should  be  more 
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efficient  and  environmentally  friendly  to  operate  than  the  existing 
buses  they  replace. 

Bus  replacement  is  also  the  key  element  of  the  District's  plans  to 
provide  transit  services  which  are  accessable  to  disabled  persons  in 
accordance  with  FTA  Section  504.  It  is  the  District's  goal  to  provide 
a 100%  accessible  bus  fleet  by  the  end  of  FY94 . About  6.3%  of  the  cost 
of  a bus  is  for  accessibility  related  equipment. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  June  4,  1993 

Project:  Replacement  Buses 

Operator:  GGBHTD 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  None 
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TOTAL  FUNDS 
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SAN  FRANCLSCO  / OAICLAND  I RBAMZED  ARE.\ 

FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

l>c&iKnatrd  Rccipieni:  Mriropolitan  TrmnsportJiUon  Commission 
Granlr*;  LANTA 

I Sccnon  9 Funds  Available  | 

FY  1993-94  Apponionmcni  (Esumaie):  $110,598,000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds  $Q 

Total:  $110.598.000 


Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 
Federal 
Shai^ 


FY  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


LA  VTA  $554,311 


$2,633,103  $3,187,414 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  ProlecLs 


LA  VTA 

No  Capital  Projects 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

$0 


Proposed  Proposed  Total 

State  Local  Project 

Share  Share  Cost 

$0  $0 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 


$554.311 


SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Conunission 
Grantee:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate):  $1 10,598,000 

FY  1 992-93  Carryover  Funds:  M 

Total:  $110.598.000 


FY  1993-94 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Net 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

MUNI 

$7,065,199 

$173,556,001 

$180,621,200 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

MUNI 

MU  19 

Metro  Access  Improvement 

14 

$960,000 

$53,333 

$53,333 

$1,066,667 

MU25 

ATCS 

14 

$14,000,000 

$1,750,000 

$1,750,000 

$18,700,000 

MU19 

Metro  Access  Improvement 

13 

$40,000 

$2,222 

$2,222 

$44,444 

MU3 

MAN  Artie.  Rehab. 

13 

$900,000 

$112,500 

$112,500 

$1,125,000 

MU19 

Metro  Access  Improvement 

9 

$772,800 

$42,933 

$42,933 

$858,667 

MU25 

ATCS 

9 

$3,200,000 

$400,000 

$400,000 

$4,000,000 

MU3 

MAN  Artie.  Rehab. 

9 

$600,000 

$75,000 

$75,000 

$750,000 

MU35 

Cable  Car  Rehab. 

9 

$179,400 

$22,425 

$22,425 

$224,250 

MU45 

LRV  Modifications 

9 

$2.247.800 

$280.975 

$280.975 

$2.809.750 

$22,900,000 

$2,739,389 

$2,739,389 

$29,578,778 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$29,965,199 

Note:  MTC’s  FY  1992-93  POP  included  $861,960  for  Trolley  Coach  replacement.  Of  this  amount,  $812,167  was  awarded  by 

FTA  in  Grant  No.  CA-90-X579-00.  The  remainer,  $49,  793,  is  to  be  included  in  MUNI's  FY  94  §9  grant. 
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CAPITAL  PRIORITIES  FY9^ 
PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 


2. 

3. 


5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 
11 


12. 


PROJECT  NAME:  MUNI  Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  conceptual  engineering, 

final  design,  and  construction/installation  of  accessibility,  safety, 
and  security  improvements  to  aid  physically  challenged  MUNI  Metro 
riders  and  comply  with  the  Light  Rail  Key  Station  regulations 
implementing  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA) . 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
$14.35^.000 

$1,434,000 

$2,015,000 

$17,803,000 

$1,164,000 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771 • 117(c) { 15) • CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15301(c),  15303(d.e). 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 

forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or 

otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page 
reference  . 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 

named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 

this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

13.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  project  consists  of  the  following  elements: 

1.  CHURCH  L 18TH  PLATFORM:  The  first  element  is  to  design  and  construct  an 

additional  high-level  concrete  platform  primarily  to  serve  disabled  Mission 
High  School  students  at  this  location.  This  is  the  tenth  in  a series  of 
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such  platforms  which,  in  conjunction  with  the  Metro  subway  stations,  provide 
access  to  Metro  from  most  geographic  areas  served. 


2.  TACTILE  EDGING  INSTALLATION : This  element  will  install  detectable 

warning  edging  material  along  the  platform  drop-off  edges  at  subway  and 
wayside  platform  locations  in  accordance  with  ADA  regulations. 

3.  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  EXISTING  ACCESSIBLE  STATIONS:  The  third  element  is  to 

design  and  construct  various  station  improvements  to  increase  accessibility 
for  disabled  persons  at  existing  accessible  key  stations  (subway  stations 
and  existing  wayside  platforms).  Improvements  to  Metro  subway  stations  are 
either  requirements  of  ADA  Key  Station  provisions  or  have  been  proposed  by 
the  MUNI  Accessibility  Advisory  Committee.  The  Metro  Station  improvements 
include: 

o The  development  and  installation/construction  of  ADA  station 
improvements  such  as  path  of  travel  signage,  informational  signage,  ADA 
compliant  lighting,  TDD  telephones  etc. 

o The  development  and  installation  of  a computerized  announcement  system 
which  would  identify  the  sequence  of  Metro  cars  to  assist  the  visually- 
impaired.  This  is  being  funded  and  implemented  as  part  of  the  ATCS 
project. 

o The  installation  of  additional  street,  mezzanine,  and  platform-level 
surveillance  cameras  to  increase  security  of  disabled  Metro  passengers. 
The  cameras  would  be  located  at  elevator  entrances  and  exits  as  well  as 
in  the  corridors  that  provide  access  to  the  elevators  in  downtown 
stations . 


o The  development  and  installation  of  improved  elevator- request  features 
to  assist  disabled  passengers  who  are  unable  to  use  standard  elevator 
call  buttons. 

4.  ADA  KEY  STATION  COMPLIANCE:  A consultant  assisted  MUNI/PUC  to  determine 

key  station  designations  and  the  best  mode  for  providing  accessibility  at 
those  key  stations  as  required  by  the  ADA  Key  Station  regulations  published 
by  FTA,  September  6,  1991-  A plan  was  submitted  to  FTA  on  July  26,  1992. 
The  construction  of  additional  wayside  platforms  at  new  key  stations  was 
approved.  A request  was  made  for  a three-and-one-half-year  extension  for 
compliance  with  the  key  stations  provisions  beyond  the  required  compliance 
date  of  July  26,  1993- 


The  list  of  key  stations  follows: 


**  Judah  & LaPlaya 
Judah  & Sunset 
Judah  & 19th 
Judah  & 9th 
Irving  & Arguello 
**  Carl  & Cole 
**  Duboce  Park 
Duboce  & Church 


**  Wawona  & 46th 
Taraval  & Sunset 
Taraval  & 22nd 
**  MUNI  Metro  Terminal 
**  City  College  Bridge 
Ocean  L Jules 
**  Junipero  Serra  & Ocean 
St.  Francis  Circle 


**  Castro  St.  Station 
**  Church  St.  Station 
**  Van  Ness  Station 
**  Civic  Center  Station 
**  Powell  Station 
**  Montgomery  Station 
**  Embarcadero  Station 
Market  & Hyde  (OB) 
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San  Jose  & Ocean 
••  San  Jose  L Randall 
Church  L 30th 
Church  & 24th 
Church  L l8th 
Church  L Market 


Geneva  Terminal 
Randolph  L Arch 
•*  19th  & Holloway 
19th  & Winston 
**  West  Portal  Station 
**  Forest  Hill  Station 


Market  & 7th  (IB) 
Market  & 5th  (OB) 
Market  & 3rd  (IB) 
Market  L Kearny  (OB) 
Market  & 1st  (IB) 


••  These  stops  and  stations  are  currently  wheelchair  accessible. 

5.  PLATFORM-TO-RAILCAR  BRIDGING  MECHANISMS;  This  element  will  install 
mechanisms  either  at  the  platforms  or  on  the  railcars  to  bridge  the  gap 
between  the  cars  and  the  platform  for  wheelchair  access. 


6.  FUTURE  NEEDS:  This  element  would  provide  funding  in  order  to  respond  to 
unanticipated  future  accessibility  needs,  which,  due  to  the  changing  nature 
of  accessibility  issues,  cannot  be  clearly  defined  at  this  time. 


PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 

Capital : Capital  cost  estimates  were  provided  by  UEB.  Church  & l8th 

Platform:  $336,000.  Tactile  edging:  $595,000.  Improvements  to  existing 
accessible  stations:  $800,000.  Key  station  compliance:  $6,000,000. 

Bridging  mechanism:  $700,000. 

Operating:  An  estimate  of  the  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  the 

elements  of  this  project  have  not  yet  been  determined. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 

Preliminary  design  of  the  l8th  & Church  platform  had  been  nearing 
completion,  when  concerns  about  the  grade  which  the  wheelchair  would  have  to 
traverse  were  raised;  additional  design  is  underway  to  try  to  minimize  this 
grade.  The  decision  on  the  type  of  material  to  be  used  for  the  tactile 
edging  is  being  finalized.  Key  stations  have  been  identified  and 
preliminary  design  is  starting. 


PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

18th  L CHURCH 

1.  Preliminary  Engineering 

01/01/92 

03/31/93 

2.  Final  Design 

04/01/93 

11/30/93 

3.  Construction 

12/01/93 

04/30/94 

TACTILE  EDGING 

1.  Preliminary  Engineering 

09/01/92 

03/31/93 

2.  Final  Design 

04/01/93 

10/31/93 

3.  Construction 

11/01/93 

03/01/94 
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TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

IMPROVEMENTS  TO  EXISTING  ACCESSIBLE  KEY  STATIONS 

1.  Survey  Stations;  Write  Specs 

09/01/92 

03/31/93 

2.  Preliminary  Engineering 

04/01/93 

08/31/93 

3.  Final  Design 

09/01/93 

03/31/94 

4.  Construction 

04/01/94 

07/31/94 

NEW  KEY  STATIONS,  NOT  YET  ACCESSIBLE 

1.  Public  Planning 

09/01/92 

08/31/93 

2.  Conceptual  Eng. 

04/01/93 

03/31/94 

3.  Final  Design 

04/01/94 

03/31/95 

4.  Construction 

04/01/95 

12/31/96 

PLATFORM-TO-RAILCAR  BRIDGING  MECHANISM 

1.  Alternatives  Analysis 

06/01/93 

07/31/93 

2 . Preliminary  Engineering 

08/01/93 

10/31/93 

3.  Final  Design 

11/01/93 

08/31/94 

4.  Construction 

09/01/94 

02/28/95 

FUTURE  NEEDS 

1.  To  be  determined 

TBD 

TBD 
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CAPITAL  PRIORITIES  FY94 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Subway  Signal  System  Replacement  - Advanced  Train 

Control  System  (ATCS) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  will  modernize  the  signal  system  in 

the  MUNI  Metro  subway  with  a system  that  provides  greater  safety  and 
allows  for  closer  headways.  It  will  involve  the  installation  of  wayside 
and  on-board  computers  and  upgraded  Central  Control  computer  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 


5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 
11 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

$30,700,000 

$15,437,000 

$16,840,000 

$62,977,000 

$36,027,000 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS: 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c) (I8) . CEQA  STATUS: 
Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15301(c) (13) • 


Categorical 

Categorical 


12.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 

or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  Reference  . 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 

named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 


13.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


The  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  project,  by  allowing  faster  and  more  efficient 
turnbacks  of  Metro  trains  in  the  subway,  will  increase  train  capacity 
through  the  subway.  This  increased  train  throughput  will  be  accommodated 
more  safely  and  expeditiously  with  the  installation  of  a new,  state-of-the- 
art  signal  system,  to  replace  the  current  fixed-block  signal  system  in 
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Metro’s  five-mile  tunnel. 


The  Metro  subway  signal  system  now  in  use  will  be  20  years  old  by  the  mid- 
1990's.  Since  the  system  was  developed,  there  have  been  significant 
improvements  in  signal  technology.  A moving-block  signal  system,  with 
Advanced  Train  Control  (ATC)  employing  on-board  computer  hardware  and 
wayside  monitoring,  would  provide  continuous  tracking  of  all  vehicles  and 
control  their  acceleration/deceleration,  location,  and  speed.  This  would 
significantly  improve  both  capacity  and  safety  in  the  subway.  In  addition, 
this  project  will  include  the  provision  of  digitized  audible  announcements 
in  the  stations  and  on  the  cars. 

The  subway  signal  system  will  ready  for  operation  in  advance  of  the 
completion  of  the  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  and  the  first  delivery  of  a new 
generation  of  LRVs. 

PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 


Capital ; The  capital  cost  estimate  is  based  on  the  bids  received  and  is 
accurate  pending  any  contract  modifications. 

Operating:  The  actual  impact  on  operating  costs  has  not  yet  been 

determined.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  a combination  of  less  need  for 
enroute  coupling,  faster  subway  running  time,  and  quicker  turnback  time  will 
result  is  a savings  of  about  one  train  per  line.  This  savings  will  off-set 
the  cost  increase  of  the  MUNI  Metro  Turnback,  which  is  anticipated  to  add 
one  train  per  line.  Thus,  the  combination  of  ATCS  and  the  MUNI  Metro 
Turnback  will  result  in  a zero  change  in  operating  cost. 

There  may  be  a cheuige  in  the  cost  of  signal  maintenance,  given  that  this  is 
a much  different  system  than  the  current  cab  signals.  Also,  for  some 
limited  time,  both  the  cab  signal  system  and  ATCS  will  be  operating  at  the 
same  time,  which  will  double  the  maintenance  requirement.  All  attempts  will 
be  made  to  minimize  this  overlapping  period.  These  cost  impacts  have  not 
yet  been  estimated. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 

Preliminary  design  review  is  underway.  The  installation  on  the  prototype 
Boeing  LRV  has  started. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

1.  Construction 

09/01/90 

06/30/95 
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SUBWAY  SIGNAL  SYSTEM  REPLACEMENT  - ADVANCED  TRAIN  CONTROL  SYSTEM  (ATCS) 
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CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  Page 


CAPITAL  PRIORITIES  FY94 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


3. 


5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 
11 


12. 


d. 

13. 


OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

PROJECT  NAME:  Diesel  Bus  Rehab  Program  to  Prolong  Vehicle  Life 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
those  articulated  diesel  coaches  and  standard  diesel  coaches  which  were 
placed  into  service  in  1984,  and  which  will  have  to  operate  beyond  their 
useful  life  of  12  years. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE 
$6,780,000 
916.000 
SI. 866. 000 
$9,562,000 
$0 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  771.117(c) (l4) . CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15302(c). 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Plecise  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  Reference . 

Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


This  project  is  related  to  the  one  to  replace  100  MAN  articulated  motor 
coaches  and  I80  Flyer  standard  motor  coaches.  As  stated  in  the  description 
of  that  project,  one  of  the  major  goals  of  MUNI's  Motor  Coach  Fleet  Plan  is 
to  develop  a phased  replacement  of  all  vehicles.  All  of  the  280  coaches 
will  be  12  years  old  in  1996;  in  order  to  phase  their  replacement  it  is 
necessary  to  replace  some  after  they  are  12  years  old,  since  FTA  does  not 
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allow  coaches  to  be  replaced  before  they  are  12  years  old.  Some  overhaul 
work  will  be  required  in  order  to  keep  100  MAN  artics  and  112  Flyer 
standards  operating  beyond  their  normal,  useful  life.  A Diesel  Coach 
Rehabilitation  Program  has  been  developed  by  Maintenance  personnel. 
Description  of  the  work  to  be  performed  is  as  follows: 

PHASE  1 

o Retrofit  engine  and  transmission  on  20  MAN  coaches 
o Retrofit  transmission  on  30  MAN  coaches 
o Modify  cooling  system  on  80  MAN  coaches 
o Correct  external  structural  problems  on  100  MAN  coaches 
o Paint  exterior  of  100  MAN  coaches 

PHASE  2 

o Retrofit  passenger  doors  and  operating  mechanisms  on  75  MAN  coaches 
o Correct  interior  structural  problems  on  100  MAN  coaches  (includes 
tractor  steering  axle  & components,  drive  axle,  turntable  area,  and 
trailer  steering  axle  & components) 

PHASE  3 

o Correct  structural  problems  in  Flyer  coaches 
o Address  transmission  problems  in  Flyer  coaches 

PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 


Capital;  MUNI  personnel  have  estimated  that  Phase  1 will  cost  about  $4.23 
million,  which  covers  the  cost  of  materials  & supplies,  labor,  and 
contractual  services.  Phase  2 is  estimated  to  cost  about  $3.6  million. 
The  scope  of  Phase  3 is  still  being  developed. 

Operating;  MUNI  personnel  estimate  that  Phase  1 will  save  about  $575,000 
per  year  in  Maintenance  costs,  from  the  year  the  work  is  performed  until  the 
vehicle  is  retired.  According  to  the  current  schedule  of  work,  this  will 
equal  about  $2,776  million  in  1992  dollars.  Phase  2 will  not  provide  any 
direct  operating  cost  savings.  However,  the  door  retrofit  is  being  done  as 
a safety  measure  and  could  prevent  the  need  to  pay  a large  claim. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 

The  Diesel  Maintenance  Department  has  conducted  an  analysis  of  all  the 
vehicles  to  determine  which  are  the  most  able  to  have  their  useful  life 
extended,  and  has  documented  the  type  of  rehab  work  necessary  to  keep  the 
fleet  operating  at  an  optimal  level  until  all  the  1984  coaches  can  be 
retired.  A detailed  Diesel  motor  Coach  Rehabilitation  Program  for  the  work 
has  been  prepared. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS  BEGIN  COMPLETE 


1.  Develop  Work  Program  05/01/92  12/31/92 
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TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

PHASE  1 

1.  Retrofit  engine  & trans. 

01/01/9^ 

10/31/94 

2.  Retrofit  transmission 

01/01/04 

10/31/94 

3-  Modify  cooling  system 

01/01/94 

10/31/94 

Correct  ext.  struc.  prob. 

01/01/94 

12/31/95 

5-  Paint  exterior 

01/01/94 

12/31/95 

PHASE  2 

1.  Retrofit  passenger  doors 

10/01/94 

01/31/96 

2.  Correct  int.  struc.  prob. 

10/01/94 

01/31/96 

PHASE  3 

1.  Correct  struc.  problems 

TBD 

TBD 

2.  Address  trans.  problems 

TBD 

TBD 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1. 

2. 

3. 

5- 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 
11 


12. 


d. 

13. 


OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

PROJECT  NAME:  Cable  Car  Reconstruction  Program 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  phased  reconstruction 
of  the  cable  car  fleet. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
$4,855,000 
$649,000 
$649,000 
$6,153,000 
$1,126,000 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c) (l4) . CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15301(d). 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  Reference . 

Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


This  project  provides  for  the  phased  reconstruction  of  the  cable  car  fleet. 
Two  to  three  cars  will  be  reconstructed  each  year.  The  project  will  enhance 
cable  car  system  reliability  and  productivity. 

Although  there  are  no  motors  or  transmissions  to  wear  out,  after  a certain 
amount  of  time  cable  cars  deteriorate  to  the  point  that  a complete 
reconstruction  is  needed.  It  is  estimated  that  the  life  of  a car  is  about 
60-70  years;  a major  rehab  will  allow  them  to  operate  another  30-35  years. 
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Most  of  the  current  Powell  cable  car  fleet  was  originally  constructed 
between  I887  and  l891-  The  extensive  rehab  of  the  Powell  cars  in  the  1950s 
and  1960s  was  done  when  the  cars  were  about  6O-7O  years  old.  Thus,  the  cars 
are  now  at  or  nearing  the  point  of  needing  major  reconstruction.  Most  of 
the  current  California  cars  were  built  between  1907  and  1914  and  have  never 
had  a major  reconstruction.  Thus,  they  too  are  in  need  of  major  rehab  or 
major  reconstruction. 

Currently  each  car  is  unique  and  parts  must  be  fabricated  to  the  distinct 
specifications  of  that  car.  Mass  production,  fabrication  of  a stock  of 
parts,  or  trading  out  parts  are  not  possible.  Often  times  a replacement 
part  cannot  be  fabricated  until  the  old  one  is  removed  from  the  car  and  that 
used  as  a pattern  for  the  new  part.  This  greatly  increases  the  down  time  of 
the  car.  One  goal  of  the  reconstruction  program  is  to  establish  standard 
specifications  for  all  cars  using  the  Powell/Hyde  and  California  cars  as 
standards.  This  would  allow  for  mass  production  of  parts;  development  of  a 
stock  of  parts;  increasing  the  amount  of  work  that  can  be  done  at  the  Cable 
Car  Barn,  thus  reducing  the  time  and  cost  of  moving  cars  to  the  Woods 
Carpentry  Shop;  and  reducing  the  down  time  of  cars  being  repaired. 
Variability  in  architectural  effect  could  be  accomplished  through  use  of 
different  window  or  door  treatments  and  exterior  body  color  schemes. 

All  major  rehabilitations  to  date  have  included  a complete  disassemble, 
pattern  development,  fabrication,  reassembly,  and  painting  of  the  cars.  In 
all  instances,  every  component  but  the  roof  and  some  seats  has  been 
replaced.  It  appears  prudent  to  entertain  the  idea  of  not  overhauling  older 
cars,  but  to  use  the  standard  patterns  to  build  a new  car.  This  would  save 
all  of  the  demolition  and  repatterning  cost.  Furthermore,  the  old  cars 
could  potentially  be  leased  to  tourist  attractions  for  permanent  display, 
thereby  producing  an  ongoing  revenue  source.  Resources  could  be  saved  on 
one  end  (reduced  overhaul  expenses)  and  accrued  on  the  other  end  (leased 
income) . It  should  be  determined  on  a car-by-car  basis  which  would  best  be 
rehabed  and  which  should  be  leased,  and  a new  operating  car  built. 

PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 


Capital : Capital  cost  estimates  were  based  upon  the  "Cable  Car  Fleet  Plan, 
Appendix  IV,  Rehabilitation  and  Reconstruction  Plan." 

Operating;  It  is  anticipated  that  there  will  be  a reduction  in  the  cable 
car  maintenance  cost  once  cars  are  reconstructed.  However,  there  is  no 
estimate  of  this  amount  at  this  time. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 

A Cable  Car  Fleet  Plan  has  been  completed,  which  presents  an  analysis  of  the 
condition  of  each  car  and  the  amount  of  work  needed  on  each  car,  and  sets  up 
a short-term  rehabilitation  and  long-term  reconstruction  program. 
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PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS  BEGIN  COMPLETE 


1.  Detailed  Planning  & Scheduling  01/01/92  12/31/92 

2.  Phased  Reconstruction  01/01/93  until  completion 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Light  Rail  Vehicle  Modifications 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  a multi-phase 

modification  program  for  the  128  Boeing-Vertol  light  rail  vehicles  to 
improve  their  performance  and  increase  reliability  and  availability. 

PROJECT  CLASS;  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING; 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

9.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
$12,399,800 

$2,173,000 

$8,003,000 

$22,575,800 

$14,576,000 


11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS;  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 

Exclusion  purusant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c) (14) . CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  Section  15301(d). 


12.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 

or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  Reference . 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 

named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

13.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION; 


These  modifications  to  the  Boeing  LRVs  are  designed  to  improve  service 
reliability  and  operating  efficiency  and  reduce  on-going  maintenance 
requirements.  They  involve  replacing  major  components  that  are  responsible 
for  many  in-service  failures  or  require  excessive  maintenance  due  to  complex 
or  inadequate  design.  MUNI  Engineering  and  Maintenance  staff  and 
contractors  are  designing,  fabricating,  rebuilding,  and  changing-out  various 
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components.  Completed  projects  include: 

o Cab  Door  Replacement:  Replace  the  sliding  door  with  hinged  door  to 
avoid  in-service  delays. 

o Wheel  Replacement:  Replace  defective  original  wheels  with  improved 
wheels  for  safety. 

o Ventilation  Windows:  Add  sliding  windows  to  the  passenger  compartment 
to  improve  ventilation. 

o Coupler  Modification:  Modify  the  original  couplers  to  increase 

coupling  force  and  reliability, 
o Door  Control  Valve:  Install  a more  reliable  valve. 

o Sander  Modification:  Redesign  the  clean-out  trap  to  make  senders  more 
reliable. 

Projects  either  partially  completed  or  in  the  planning  stages  include: 

o Articulated  section  rebuild 
o Traction  motor  and  armature  overhaul 
o Wreck  rebuilding 
o Brake  system  project 
o Wiring  harness  project 
o Door  and  step  project 
o Propulsion  system  project 
o Corrosion  and  body  work  project 

o Brake  control  valve  replacement  with  linear  control  valve 
o Air  compressor  overhaul 

All  modifications  will  not  be  made  to  all  vehicles.  The  Maintenance 
Department  will  determine  a retirement  schedule  for  the  Boeing  LRVs  based 
upon  the  procurement  schedule  for  replacement  LRVs  and  will  determine  which 
particular  vehicles  will  be  kept  in  service  the  longest.  Modifications  will 
only  be  made  to  those  vehicles  where  it  makes  economic  sense. 

PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 


Capital:  Capital  cost  estimates  were  made  by  MUNI  personnel.  Depending 

upon  the  procurement  schedule  of  replacement  LRVs , the  amount  of  needed 
modification  work  may  vary,  along  with  the  capital  cost. 

Operating:  It  is  anticipated  that  this  project  will  have  no  significant 

impact  on  operating  costs. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 

Those  projects  which  are  completed  and  those  which  are  either  partially 
completed  or  in  the  planning  stages  are  listed  above. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS  BEGIN  COMPLETE 

1.  Articulated  section  rebuild  In  progress  07/31/96 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
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TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

2.  Traction  motor/armature  overhaul 

In  progress 

07/31/95 

3.  Wreck  rebuilding 

In  progress 

07/31/92 

Brake  system  project 

In  progress 

10/31/94 

5.  Wiring  harness  project 

07/01/92 

11/30/93 

6.  Door  and  step  project 

07/01/92 

01/31/95 

7.  Propulsion  system  project 

01/01/93 

07/31/95 

8.  Corrosion  and  body  work  project 

In  progress 

07/31/94 

9.  Brake  control  valve  replacement 

In  progress 

07/31/93 

10.  Air  compressor  overhaul 

07/01/92 

07/31/94 

CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
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LIGHT  RAIL  VEHICLE  MODIFICATIONS 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 


SAN  FRANCLSCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Dcsignalrd  Rccipicnl:  Mclropolilmn  Traittporution  Commission 
Grmnlw:  SAN  MATEO  COUNTV  TRANSIT  DLSTRICT 
IScction  9 Funds  Available  1 

FY  1993-94  Apporoonmeni  (Esumaie):  SnO.598.000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds  $Q 

Total:  SI  10.598.000 


Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 


FY  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


SamTrans  $1,383,092 


$27,253,527  $28,636,619 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

SamTrans 
No  Capital  Projects 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: $1.383.092 


Program  of  Projccu 
Capital  Protects 


Proposed 

State 

Share 


Proposed 

Local 

Share 


Total 

Project 

Cost 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  / OAKLAND  URBANIZED  AREA 
ETA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  VALLEJO 

[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate):  $I  10,598,000 

FY  1 992-93  Carryover  Funds:  M 

Total:  $U0,5S.dm. 


Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 


FY  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


Vallejo  $873,257 


$6,368,381  $7,241,638 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 


Vallejo 

VL07  Bus  RepI  14  STD  Veh 
VL07  Bus  RepI  5 STD  Veh 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

14  $3,110,996 

13  $1.111.070 

$4,222,066 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

$747,754 

$3,858,750 

$267.055 

$1.378.125 

$1,014,809 

$5,236,875 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 


$5,095,323 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORK  SHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF 
MTC’S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

FY  1993-94  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Replacement  Program-14  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  14  accessible  replacement  buses  to  make  Vallejo 
Transit  100%  accessible. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  SRTP  Capital  Plan  (Appendix  D) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  Section  9 $3,110,996 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  NTBR  747,754 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,856,750 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  AND  STATUS:  Categorical  exemption. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  W/  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  Yes. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  provide  part  of  above  named  project?  No. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project?  No. 

d.  Have  you  received  any  complaints  from  private  sector 
regarding  this  project?  No. 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Since  the  implementation  of  BartLink  in  September,  1987, 
Vallejo  Transit  ridership  has  greatly  exceeded  original  estimates. 
Vehicles  that  had  been  slated  for  retirement  have  instead  been 
used  for  service  expansion. 

The  official  BartLink  estimate  in  1987  was  between  450  to  575 


daily  riders  after  one  year  with  six  to  seven  vehicles.  By  early 
1990,  ridership  had  grown  to  nearly  900  daily. 

The  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  and  events  in  the  Middle  East  generated 
further  ridership  increases.  Closure  of  the  Bay  Bridge  for  a 
month  after  the  quake  stimulated  ridership  to  increase  to  1,200  to 
1,300  per  day,  requiring  10  buses. 

In  August,  1990,  the  recent  Middle  East  crisis  began  just  before 
expansion  of  service  to  Fairfield.  By  December,  1990,  BartLink 
ridership  has  jumped  from  1,400  daily  to  an  average  of  about  2,300 
to  2,400  per  day,  straining  the  13  buses  currently  assigned  during 
peak  periods. 

Over  this  time,  Vallejo  Transit  has  evolved  from  a small  city 
transit  operation  catering  mainly  to  students  and  seniors,  into  a 
network  serving  local  trips  but  also  the  regionally  significant, 
rapidly  growing  1-80  commuter  market.  Ridership  has  expanded  well 
beyond  past  estimates,  increasing  the  total  fleet  requirement. 

It  was  difficult  to  justify  expansion  vehicles  on  the  limited 
evidence  available  before  BartLink  startup  in  1986.  Five  years 
later,  overall  system  ridership  has  nearly  doubled,  while 
Vallejo's  population  has  grown  only  about  20%. 

The  existing  active  fleet  consists  of  30  relatively  new  vehicles 
and  15  buses  dating  from  1975  and  much  earlier.  The  newest  vehicle 
in  this  group  is  16  years  old,  and  the  most  ancient  are  3 1968  CMC 
"New  Look"  vehicles  (somewhat  older  than  the  average  Vallejo 
Transit  passenger.) 

The  fact  that  these  vehicles  are  kept  in  service  is  a tribute  to 
the  efficiency  of  the  contractor's  Maintenance  Department. 


1)  Project  Benefits 

a)  Direct  Passenger  Benefits 

This  project  will  have  the  following  direct  passenger  benefits: 

• Improved  Comfort  and  Amenities 

• 100%  Transit  Accessibility 

• Improved  System  Reliability 

Improved  Comfort  and  Amenities.  The  purchase  of  14  new  buses  to 
replace  worn-out  and  obsolete  vehicles  will  greatly  improve 
passenger  comfort  and  amenities.  New  buses  would  incorporate 
better  seating,  tinted  windows,  improved  heating  and  air 
conditioning,  and  improved  ride  characteristics.  The  system  image 
will  also  be  improved  by  new  equipment. 
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100%  Transit  Accessibility.  The  14  new  buses  will  replace  non  - 
accessible  vehicles  with  100%  accessible  buses.  By  the  time  this 
order  is  placed,  new  low- floor  bus  designs  which  improve 
accessibility  for  ambulatory  passengers  should  be  available  and 
will  be  considered  by  Vallejo.  Low  floor  designs  promise  to 
significantly  reduce  boarding  times  for  all  passengers,  not  just 
the  elderly  and  handicapped. 

Improved  System  Reliability.  New  buses  are  more  reliable  than 
old,  obsolete  vehicles  and  will  thus  generate  far  fewer  road  calls 
and  other  service  disruptions. 


b)  System  Productivity 

• Retirement  of  14  overage  buses  will  reduce  maintenance  costs 
and  improve  system  reliability  with  reduced  roadcalls.  Parts  for 
some  1960 's  vintage  buses  are  becoming  more  and  more  difficult  to 
come  by,  increasing  maintenance  costs  and  lengthening  out  of 
service  time. 

• Ridership  and  fare  revenues  should  also  increase  due  to  the 
improved  image  provided  by  a fleet  of  new  buses. 

• Reduction  of  workman's  compensation  claims  by  provision  of 
power  steering  on  100%  of  the  bus  fleet.  None  of  the  older  GMC 
vehicles  to  be  replaced  are  equipped  with  power  steering. 

c)  Regional  Goals 

• Provide  100%  system  accessibility,  as  required  by  ADA  and 
state  and  regional  goals  for  accessibility.  100%  vehicle 
accessibility  will  reduce  the  total  demand  and  costs  for  ADA 
compliance  paratransit  service. 


d)  Replacement  or  Rehabilitation 

• This  is  a replacment /upgrade  project  that  will  reduce  on  - 
going  maintenance  expenses 

• The  project  will  upgrade  passenger  comfort  and  amenities.. 


2)  Line  Item  Budget 

14  Replacement  Vehicles 

Specifications,  inspections  and  Delivery 
California  sales  tax  (7.25%) 

TOTAL  (Check  bus  prices) 


$3,530,769 

70,000 

255,981 

$3,856,750 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORK  SHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF 
MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

FY  1993-94  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Replacement  Program-5  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  5 accessible  replacement  buses. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  SRTP  Capital  Plan  (Appendix  D) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  Section  9 $1,111,070 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  NTBR  267,055 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,378,125 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  AND  STATUS:  Categorical  exemption. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  W/  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 

project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  Yes. 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  provide  part  of  above  named  project?  No. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project?  No. 

d.  Have  you  received  any  complaints  from  private  sector 
regarding  this  project?  No. 

12 . PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  project  provides  for  the  replacement  of  five  35-foot  Vallejo 
Transit  buses  purchased  in  1981. 

The  City  of  Vallejo's  Bus  Replacement  Program  calls  for  replacing 
revenue  vehicles  which  have  been  in  service  for  twelve  years,  or 
500,000  miles.  Under  these  guidelines,  five  buses  are  eligible  for 
replacement  in  FY  1993-94.  These  five  buses  represent  16%  of 
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Vallejo's  current  active  bus  fleet. 


1)  Project  Benefits 

a)  Direct  Passenger  Benefits 

This  project  will  have  the  following  direct  passenger  benefits: 

• Improved  Comfort  and  Amenities 

• Improved  System  Reliability 

Improved  Comfort  and  Amenities.  The  purchase  of  5 new  buses  to 
replace  worn-out  vehicles  will  greatly  improve  passenger  comfort 
and  amenities.  New  buses  would  incorporate  better  seating,  tinted 
windows,  improved  heating  and  air  conditioning,  and  improved  ride 
characteristics.  System  image  will  be  improved  by  new  equipment. 

Improved  System  Reliability.  New  buses  are  more  reliable, 
generating  fewer  road  calls  and  other  service  disruptions. 


b)  System  Productivity 

• Retirement  of  5 overage  buses  will  reduce  maintenance  costs 
and  improve  system  reliability  with  reduced  roadcalls. 

• Ridership  and  fare  revenues  should  increase  due  to  the 
improved  image  provided  by  new  buses. 


c)  Regional  Goals  Not  applicable. 

d)  Replacement  or  Rehabilitation 

• This  is  a replacment /upgrade  project  that  will  reduce  on  - 
going  maintenance  expenses 

• The  project  will  upgrade  passenger  comfort  and  amenities.. 

• Consistent  with  UMTA  guidelines,  Vallejo  has  maintained  a 
spare  ratio  of  20%.  To  preserve  the  spare  ratio,  it  is  vital  that 
Vallejo's  replacement  schedule  be  maintained. 


2)  Line  Item  Budget 

5 Replacement  Vehicles 
Inspections  and  Delivery 
California  sales  tax  (7.25%) 

TOTAL  (Check  bus  prices) 


$1,256,993 

30,000 

91,132 

$1,378,125 
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FY  1993-94  SECTION  9 PROCRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


SAN  JOSE 
URBANIZED  AREA 
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I 


SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 
ETA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 


23-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


[Section  9 Funds  Available: 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 

$23,970,000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

m 

Total: 

$23,970,000 

1 Section  9 Funds  Programmed: 

1 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Federal 

Share 

Share 

CalTrain 

$632,493 

SCCTD 

$6.219.474 

$6,851,967 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

MIC 

MTCOl 

Caltrain  FEIS  Completion  (SJ) 

Commit. 

$232,800 

$7.084.767 

$58,200 

$291,000 

CalTrain 

CT04(93)  Key  Station  Access  (SJ) 

13 

$1,833,300 

$458,325 

$2,291,625 

CT23(93)  Track  Rehab  (SJ) 

13 

$1,598,148 

$399,537 

$1,997,685 

CT04 

Key  Station  Access  (SJ) 

13 

$1,978,800 

$494,700 

$2,473,500 

CT23 

Track  Rehab  (SJ) 

13 

$2.910.000 

$727.500 

$3.637.500 

$8,320,248 

$15.405.015 

$2,080,062 

$0 

$10,400,310 

SCCTD 

SC08 

Repl  Buses -53  STD  (no  radio/fareboxi  13 

$11.446.410 

$2.7,47^997 

$14,194,407 

$11,446,410 

$26.851.425 

$2,747,997 

$14,194,407 

■*  The  amount  programmed  in  the  FY  1994  portion  of  the  Capital  Priorities  List  will  be  adjusted  to  reflect  FY  1994 
apportionments  and  the  re-evaluation  of  §3  Bus  projects  if  FY  1994  §3  Bus  funds  are  not  forthcoming. 
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SAN  JOSE  i rbam/j:d  area 

FTA  SECTION  9 PR0(;RAM 

l>oignalrd  Kcciplrnl:  Mrlropolitan  TransporUlion  Commission 
CruiiM:  Mriropoliun  Transportation  Commission 
I Section  9 Funds  Available  | 

FY  1993-94  Appomonmcni  (Esumaie);  $23,970,000 

Ft'  1 992-93  Cairyovcr  Funds  $Q 

Total:  $23.970.000 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

MIC 

MTCOl  Caltrun  FEIS  CompIcDon  (SJ)  Commit  $232,800 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Protects 


FT  1993-94 

Proposed  Proposed  Total 

State  Local  Project 

Share  Share  Cost 

$58,200  $291,000 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 


$232.800 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Caltrain  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Complete  FEIS 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Long  Range  Planning 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $600,000 

(SJ:  $232,800)  (SF:  $367,200) 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %) : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $150,000 
(SJ:  $58,200)  (SF:  $91,800) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $750,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  N/A 
CEQA  STATUS:  N/A 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 
SOURCE: 

SOURCE : Operator  Funds 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


These  funds  will  be  used  to  complete  the  EIS  for  the  Caltrain 
Downtown  Terminal  Relocation  Study  once  a fundable  set  of 
systemwide  Caltrain  improvements  and  a Downtown-San  Francisco 
connection  have  been  identified  by  MTC  and  the  JPB.  The  work  will 
involve  adding  to  the  EIS,  as  appropriate,  to  address  the  locally 
preferred  alternatives  that  will  be  carried  forward  into 
preliminary  engineering. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Caltrain  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
Operator:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Date:  7/16/93 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


I I I I I 

IMPLEMENTATION  FY  94  FY  FY  FY 

SCHEDULE:  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1: 

Complete  EIS  X 


TASK  2: 


TASK  3: 


I I I I I I 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$): 


FY 


FY 


FY 


FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


$600,000 


$150,000 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$750,000 
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SAN  JOSE  L RBAMZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Dc&igiuiird  Rrcipicnl:  Mriropoliun  Transportation  Commission 
Grantw:  CALTRAIN 

I Secoon  9 Funds  Available  | 

FY  1993-94  Apponionmeni  (Esumate);  $23,970,000 

FY’ 1992-93  Canyovcr  Funds  1C 

Total;  $23.970.000 


FY  1993-94 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Net 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

CalTrain 

$632,493 

$8,019,708 

$8,652,201 

Program  of  Projects  I 

1 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

ToUl 

Capital  ProiecLs  | 

1 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

CalTrain 

CT04(93)  Key  Station  Access  (SJ) 

13 

$1,833,300 

$458,325 

$0 

$2,291,625 

CT23(93) 

Track  Rehab  (SJ) 

13 

$1,598,148 

$399,537 

$0 

$1,997,685 

CT04 

Key  Station  Access  (SJ) 

13 

$1,978,800 

$494,700 

$0 

$2,473,500 

CT23 

Track  Rehab  (SJ) 

13 

$2.910.000 

$727.500 

m 

$3.637.500 

$8,320,248 

$2,080,062 

$0 

$10,400,310 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$8,952,741 

Pago  . 
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PROJECT  JUSTmCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 


OPERATOR; 

PROJECT  NAME: 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

Key  Station  Accessibility 

Retrofit  "key"  PCS  stations  to  provide  access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers 
in  con^liance  with  ADA. 


(6)  Passenger  Stations 
FY94-02,  page  64 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $5,100,000  (FY  1994) 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %);  n/a 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%);  $1,275,000  (FY  1994) 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE:  n/a 
SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $6,375,000  (FY  1994) 

DOES  NOT  INCLUDE  ROLLED  OVER  FY  1993  PROGRAMMED  FUNDS  IN  SAN  JOSE  UZA 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X544:  $4,419,200  (portion  rolled  over  to  FY  1994) 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 
No.  X Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  p65 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  _____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  intact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  ___  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 
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12. 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


As  required  by  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  Caltrans/JPB  intends  to  retrofit  key  C^Train  stations 
to  provide  access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers.  Although  the  ‘key’  CalTrain  stations  have  not  yet  been 
identified,  Caltrans  is  assuming  that  at  a minimum  the  following  stations  will  designated.  Major  tunnel  replacement 
or  restructuring  will  be  required  at  San  Jose  and  Palo  Alto  and  extensive  ramping  will  be  required  at  Hillsdale.  The 
other  stations  listed  will  need  comparatively  minor  retrofitting,  including  restroom  modification,  braille  signage  and 
platform  tile  installation. 

TOTAL  KSA  PRCXiRAM 


STATION  SCOPE  OF  WORK  COST 


San  Francisco 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  street 
access,  door  modification,  signing 
and  platform  tiles. 

$200,000 

San  Mateo 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

Hillsdale 

Ramping,  retaining  walls,  restroom 
modification,  signing  and  tiles 

$2,000,000 

Redwood  City 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

Palo  Alto 

Rebuild/replace  tunnels  (2),  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$3,000,000 

Mountain  View 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

Sunnyvale 

Modify  restooms,  building  access, 
signing  and  platform  tiles 

$300,000 

Sanu  Clara 

Minor  modifications,  inc.  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$100,000 

San  Jose 

Rebuild/replace  tunnels,  signing 
and  platform  tiles 

$5,500,000 

Tamien 

Already  Accessible 

No  Cost 

TOTAL 

$11,400,000 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Key  Station  Accessibility. 
Operator:  JPB 
Date:  July  15,  1993 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY94 

FY95 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY93* 

FY94 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$1,833,300 

$5,100,000 

Title  23(1280) 

Prop.108 

Prop.116 

$458,325 

$1,275,000 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$2,291,625 

$6,375,000 

The  JPB  has  first  call  on  section  9 funding  in  the  San  Jose  UZA  for  this  portion  of  funds 
previously  applied  for  in  FY  1993. 
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FY  1994-200  0 MTC  Capital  Priorities  Listing 


F\  PROJECT  SF/OAK  UZA  SJ  UZA  LOCAL  TOTAL 

94  Key  Station  Access  $3,121,200  $3,812,100*  $1,733,325**  $8,666,625 

* Includes  $1,833,300  originally  programmed  for  FY  1993 
•*  20%  local  match 
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PROJECT  JUSnnCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
11. 


OPERATOR: 

PROJECT  NAME: 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $7,500,000 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $1,500,000 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $9,000,000 


Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

Track  Rehabilitation 

System  wide  track  rehabilitation  including:  ballast,  CWR,  . 
Transit  Way 
FY94-02,  page  64 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE:  n/a 
SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 


PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X285:  $5,795,868  (Caltrans) 

CA-90-X335:  $2,745,343  (Caltrans) 

CA-90-X544:  $5,251,446  (JPB)  Rolled  over  due  to  designation  issue. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJE(TrS  ONLY): 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  j'our  adopted  policy? 
No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  d 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  pan  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  ____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  ___  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  in^)ediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  ______  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 
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12. 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


This  track  rehabilitation  project  is  an  ongoing  project  of  improvements  to  the  JPBPCS  railroad  track 
between  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose.  The  project  includes  the  replacement  and  installation  of  Continuous 
Welded  Rail  (CWR)  , tie  replacement,  curve  rail  replacement,  surfacing,  station  area  track  rehabilitation 
and  bridge  rail  rehabilitation.  The  individual  projects  have  been  identified  and  categorized  in  level  of 
in^wrtance  by  the  JPB's  rail  consultants,  Woodside  Consulting. 

The  JPB,  with  the  guidance  of  Woodside  Rail  Consultants,  have  identified  an  ongoing  program  of  track 
rehabilitation  projects  up  to  FY2002.  These  projects  are  essentially  an  extension  or  continuation  of 
projects  previously  undertaken  by  Caltrans  prior  to  their  relinquishment  of  control  in  1992.  Detailed 
surveys  of  the  current  (1993)  condition  of  the  track  were  undertaken  by  Woodside  Consultants.  The  results 
of  the  survey  were  translated  into  a comprehensive  track  rehabilitation  program  which  has  been  identified 
in  the  current  JPB  Caltrain  Nine  Year  Plan  adopted  in  September  1992.  The  FY  1994-2002  SRTP  is 
currently  in  draft  stage  and  is  estimated  to  be  adopted  in  September  1993. 

The  track  rehabilitation  program  includes  the  rehabilitation  and  replacement  of  curve  rail,  jointed  rail  with 
CWR,  crossties,  surfacing  and  ballast,  rail  top  grinding  and  contouring,  and  rehabilitation  of  grade 
crossings. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Track  Rehabilitation. 

Operator;  JPB 
Date;  July  15,  1993 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY94 

FY95 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY93* 

FY94 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$1,598,148 

$7,500,000 

Tide  23(1280) 

Prop.  108 

Prop.116 

$399,537 

$1,500,000 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$1,997,685 

$9,000,000 

The  JPB  has  first  call  on  section  9 funding  in  the  San  Jose  UZA  for  this  portion  of  funds 
previously  applied  for  in  FY  1993. 
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FY  1994-20QJ  MTC  Capital  Priorities  Listing 


PROJECT  SF/OAK  UZA  SJ  UZA  LOCAL  TOTAL 

Track  Rehabilitation  $4,590,000  $4,508,148*  $1,899,537**  $10,997,685 

* Includes  $1,598,148  originally  programmed  for  FY  1993 
•*  20%  local  match 
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SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate);  $23,970,000 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds:  $Q, 

Total:  $23.970.000 


Program  of  Projects  Section  9 

Operating  Assistance  Federal 

Share 

SCCTD  $6,219,474 


FY  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


$132,153,825  $138,373,299 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 


SCCTD 

SC08  RepI  Buses  -53  STD  (no  radio/far  $0 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

13  $11.446.410 

$11,446,410 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

$2.747.997 

$14,194,407 

$2,747,997 

$14,194,407 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 


$17,665,884 


6/3/93 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  to  MTC  for 
1994  Interim  TIP 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
Bus  Replacement 

Acquisition  of  Replacement  Buses 

1 - New  Revenue  Vehicles 

p.61  Sept  1992  TIP  Page  Reference: 

$71,194,300  SOURCE:  Section  9 

$17,798,075  SOURCE;  Sales  Tax 

$88, 99^ . 875 

none 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Adm  Code,  Sec  15300 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(Annual  Element  Projects  Only) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project,  as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  _x_  Yea:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _14-21 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_x_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _14-21 

If  yes,  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

_x_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _14-21 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

_x_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _14-21 

If  yes,  how  were  the  complaints  addressed?  Reference  


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Buses  to  be  purchased  in  FY  94  will  allow  retirement  of  buses  that 
will  be  14  years  old  when  the  new  buses  are  delivered.  Subsequent 
purchases  will  provide  for  replacroent  of  buses  that  are  a minimum  of 
12  years  old. 
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County  Transit  District 


I 


K 


FY  1993-94  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


ANTIOCH/PITTSBURG 
URBANIZED  AREA 


- 142  - 


[>;i  u a A 

/^3JI A 


ANTIOCH-PITTSBURG  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Designated  Recipient:  State  of  California 


23-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate):  $1,579,000 


FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 

$3.216.609 

$4J95,m 

[Section  9 Funds  Programmed: 

1 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Operating  Assistance 

Federal 

Federal 

Share 

Share 

2Q 

m 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score  Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

No  Capital 

Projects 

m 

$0 

$0 
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FY  1993-94  SECTION  9 PROCRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


FAIRFIELD 
URBANIZED  AREA 
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FAIRFIELD  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Designated  Recipient:  State  of  California 


23-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 

$1,016,000  ** 
$546.292 
$1.562.292 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 


[Section  9 Funds  Programmed:" 


Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 Cumulative 

Federal  Federal 

Share  Share 


Fairfield  S588.192 

$588.192 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 


Section  9 Cumulative 

Federal  Federal 

Score  Share  Share 


Fairfield 


Local  Transfer  Facility 
Automated  Bus  Washer 


$160,000 

$80.000 

$240,000  $828.192 


Proposed  Proposed  Total 

State  Local  Project 

Share  Share  Cost 


$100,000  $260,000 

$20.000  $100.000 

$120,000  $360,000 


'•  The  amount  programmed  will  be  adjusted  to  reflect  FY  1994 
apportionments  and  the  re-evaluation  of  §3  Bus  projects  if  FY  1994  §3  Bus  funds  are  not  forthcoming. 


Page 
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KAIRHKU)  L RBANIZEl)  AREA 
JTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Dc&iKnaird  RrcipirnI:  Stale  of  California 

Grantee:  FAIRFIELD 


[Secuon  9 Funds  Available  | 

F>'  l99!<-94  Appomonmcm  (Estimate): 

F>'  1992-93  Canyover  Funds: 

Total: 


$1,016,000 

$546.292 

$1.562.292 


FY  1993-94 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Net 

Operaung  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

Fairfield 

S588.I92 

$1,484,408 

$2,072,600 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Protects 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Local  Transfer  Facility 

$160,0(X) 

$100,000 

$260,000 

Automated  Bus  Washer 

S80.Q00 

$20.000 

$100.000 

$240,000 

$120,000 

$360,000 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 

$828,192 

Paga  - 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Automated  Bus  Washer 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Automated  Bus  Washer 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13  (Draft  FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

S-  13  SRTP) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 80.000  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (NA)  $ 20.000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 100.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.19 

1.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1) : 

Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 

project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 

construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d. 


Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sect 
regarding  this  project? 


I 

41 


X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  currently  washes  all  rolling  stock  using  manua 
methods  and  hand  labor.  Until  recently  this  proved  adequate  fo 
maintaining  the  cleanliness  and  appearance  of  the  fleet.  However,  recen 
expansions,  including  the  addition  of  nine  new  revenue  vehicles  within  th 
past  two  years,  have  made  it  difficult  to  maintain  our  standards.  A 
automated  bus  washer  would  correct  this  deficiency  and  allow  for  a cleane 
fleet.  This  system  would  be  built  within  the  confines  of  the  existing  bu 
maintenance  building  completed  in  June  1990.  The  design  of  the  maintenanc 
facility  accounted  for  the  eventual  addition  of  the  bus  washer. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Local  Bus  Transfer  Center 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Local  Bus  Transfer  Center 


(Draft  FY  93-94 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13 

SOURCE: 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $160,000 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  : SOURCE: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  : $100,000  SOURCE: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $260,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS  (Specify  State  and  Federal 
Codes) : 


NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  (Section  771.117.20(d)  (10)) 
CEQA  STATUS:  CA  Exemption  per  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

=_  No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _Appendix 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _Appendix 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  secto: 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


The  last  several  SRTP's  have  discussed  the  need  and  possible  location  for 
a local  transfer  center.  With  the  gradual  expansion  of  the  system  and  th( 
need  to  have  the  transfer  point  located  central  to  the  service  area,  it 
important  the  facility  be  relocated.  New  routes  have  been  added  recentl 
and  the  number  of  revenue  hours  will  more  than  double  over  the  next  few 
operating  years.  The  current  transfer  point  (Solano  Mall)  does  notl 
adequately  accommodate  the  current  route  structure  and  is  not  physicallii 
large  enough  to  act  as  a timed  transfer  location.  Preliminary  location 
analysis  indicates  the  new  facility  would  probably  be  located  on  or  nean 


1i 


North  Texas  Street. 


FY  1993-94  SECTION  9 PROCRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


NAPA 

URBANIZED  AREA 
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NAPA  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Designated  Recipient:  State  of  California 


23-Jul-93 
94  POP 


[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 


$813,000  ** 

$236.737 

$1,049,737 


[section  9 Funds  Programmed:  ~] 


Section  9 Cumulative 

Federal  Federal 

Share  Share 

Napa  S236.737 

$236.737 


Total 
Project 
Cost 

Napa 

No  Capital  Projects. 

$236.737 


Program  of  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 


'♦  The  amount  programmed  will  be  adjusted  to  reflect  FY  1994 
apportionments  and  the  re-evaluation  of  §3  Bus  projects  if  FY1994  §3  Bus  funds  are  not  forthcoming. 


Page 
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SAPA  I RBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Dnignatcd  RKipirnl:  Stale  of  California 

Grantee;  NAPA 

(Sccoon  9 Fundii  Available  | 

FY  1993-94  AppoTDonment  (Esumaic):  $813,000 

FY  1 992-93  Cairyovcr  Funds  $236.737 

Total:  $1.049.737 


Program  of  Projects  Section  9 

Operaung  Assistance  | Federal 

Share 


FY  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


Napa  $236,737 


$1,077,163  $1,313,900 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 


Napa 

No  Capital  ProjccLs 


Score 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 


$236,737 


FY  1993-94  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


SANTA  ROSA 
URBANIZED  AREA 


- 154  - 


V 


i 
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SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Designated  Recipient:  State  of  California 


23-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


[Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 
FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

$2,174,000  ** 

$1.952.224 

[Section  9 Funds  Programmed: 

Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 
Federal 

Cumulative 

Federal 

Share 

Share 

Santa  Rosa 
Sonoma  C( 

$701,559 

m 

$701.559 

Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Cumulative 

Federal 

Proposed 

State 

Proposed 

Local 

Total 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Santa  Rosa 
No  Capital  Projects 

Sonoma  Countv 

SO03  Transit  Facil.  Exp-Phase  111 

$1,000,000 

$1.701.559 

$250,000 

$1,250,000 

'*  The  amount  programmed  will  be  adjusted  to  reflect  FY  1994 
apportionments  and  the  re-evaluation  of  §3  Bus  projects  if  FY  1994  §3  Bus  funds  are  not  forthcoming. 
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SANTA  ROSA  I’RBANIZED  ARtJV 
FTA  SECTION  9 PR(K;KAM 
l>csignaird  Recipient:  Sute  of  California 

Grantee:  SANTA  ROSA 

I Section  9 Funds  Available  | 


FY  1993-94  Apporuonmcni  (Estimate): 

FY  1992-93  Cairyovcr  Funds 

Total: 


$2,174,000 
$1,952,224 
U.  126.224 


FY  1993-94 

Program  of  Projecus 

Section  9 

Net 

Operaung  Assistance 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

Santa  Rosa 

$701,559  •• 

$3,249,441 

$3,951,000 

Program  of  Projects  I 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Capital  Projects  | 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

1 

1 Projects 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: S701.559 


•*  Santa  Rosa  anticipates  allocation  of  an  additional  S335.477  in  unrestricted  operating  funds  from  those  areas  of  apportionment  without 
operating  needs  This  amount  may  be  included  in  the  FY94  POP  when  the  POP  is  adjusted  to  reflect  FY1994  apportionments. 
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SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 
ETA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Designated  Recipient:  State  of  California 

Grantee:  SONOMA  COUNTY 


I Section  9 Funds  Available:  | 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 


Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 


FY  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


Sonoma 


$0 


NA 


NA 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

Sonoma 

SO03  Transit  Facil.  Exp- Phase  III  $1,000,000 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 


Proposed  Proposed  Total 

State  Local  Project 

Share  Share  Cost 

$250,000  $1,250,000 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: 


$1,000,000 


Transit  Application 
PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Transit  Facility  Expansion  (Phase  III) 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  Operations  Building,  Small  Bus 
Maintenance  Bays,  and  Alternative  Fuel  Capabilities 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Bus  Related  Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Section  7 (1993  Update) 

TIP  PAGE  REF:  Pending 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,850,000  SOURCE:  Sec.  9/18 

(FY94)  $1,000,000  Section  9 only 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 650,000  SOURCE:  TDA/AB434 

(FY94)  $ 250,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,500,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  Section  18  for  earlier  facility 

construction 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  Negative  declaration 
on  the  project  certified  in  earlier  phase. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  for  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  3.28,  Appendix  A 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above 
named  project? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Competitive 

Bid  Process 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


In  order  to  provide  comparable  paratransit  services  to 
satisfy  ADA,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  operational  and 
maintenance  support  facilities.  Also,  the  various  new 
training  and  operational  requirements  associated  with  ADA  and 
other  mandates  would  be  assisted  through  expanded  operational 
facilities.  The  addition  of  clean  fuel  buses  will  require 
the  additional  of  new  alternative  fuels  facilities.  Benefits 
include  air  quality  improvement  associated  with  alternative 
fuels,  safety  and  passenger  improvements  due  to  better 
training,  and  expansion  of  paratransit  to  provide  new  and 
expanded  public  services  to  persons  with  disabilities. 
Certain  cost  benefits  and  management  controls  should  result 
from  consolidation  of  these  services  at  one  facility. 

Significant  Project  Benefits:  Provides  ADA  Paratransit 

operations  and  maintenance  facilities,  expanded  fixed-route 
operations  and  training  facilities,  and  alternative  fuel 
capabilities . 

13.  PROJECT  CONTACT:  David  Knight 

Transit  Systems  Manager 
Sonoma  County  Transit 
355  West  Robles  Avenue 
Santa  Rosa,  California  95407 
(707)  585-7516 
Fax:  (707)  585-7713 

14.  PROJECT  LOCATION:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

355  West  Robles  Avenue 
Santa  Rosa,  California  95407 

15.  AVERAGE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  (ADT) : N/A 

16.  PROJECT  SCHEDULE:  see  attached  schedule 

17.  TSM  COMPONENTS:  Provision  of  reliable  fixed-route  and 

paratransit  public  services.  CAP  TCM  #20  Alternative  Fuel 
Vehicles 

18.  PUBLIC  CONTROVERSY:  None.  Site  is  currently  developed  as  bus 
facility.  This  project  is  an  add-on. 

19.  CONSISTENCY  WITH  LOCAL  LAND  USE  PLANS:  Yes.  Consistency  of 

project  with  County  General  Plan  established  at  outset  of 
facility  conception  and  development. 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 


Project:  Transit  Facility  Expansion  (Phase  III) 

Sponsor:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

Date;  June  4,  1993 

Initial  Clearance  Required: 

(Further  clearances  market  below  with  'o') 


1 Implementation 

FY 

1993-94 

FY 

1994-95 

FY 

1995-96 

FY 

1996-97 

1 Schedule 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Taski: 

Preliminary  Design 

X- 

-X 

Task  2: 

Bid  and  Specification 
Development 

X 

-X 

Task  3; 

Bid  and  Award 

X 

Task  4; 

1 

Construction 

X 

Expenditure  Plan: 
(000$) 

FY  1993-94 

FY  1994-95 

FY  1995-96 

FY  1996-97 

FT  A Section  9 

1,000 

250 

200 

FTA  Section  3 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal:  Section  18 

200 

200 

State  TP&D 

Anicle  XIX 

Prop.  108  Bond 

Prop.  116  Bond 

FCR 

Stale/Local  Participation 

Other  State 

AB434 

200 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA  (Op) 

STA  (Reg) 

Local  Funds  (TDA) 

250 

160 

40 

Other,  specify: 

! Total  Funds 

1,450 

810 

240 

Sortoma  County  Ttan«l 
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FY  1993-94  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


VACAVILLE 
URBANIZED  AREA 
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VACAVILLE  URBANIZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PROGRAM 
Designated  Recipient:  State  of  California 


23-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


I Section  9 Funds  Available: 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  (Estimate): 
FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 

$839,000  ** 

$1,073,314 
$1.912.314 

Section  9 Funds  Programmed: 

Program  of  Projects 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 
Federal 

Cumulative 

Federal 

Share 

Share 

Vacaville 

S404.700 

U04.700 

Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Cumulative 
Section  9 

Proposed 
Section  3 

Proposed 

Local 

Total 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Replacement  Buses  (7)  •* 

$668,614 

$1.073.314 

$90,000 

$641,386 

$1,400,000 

**  The  amount  programmed  will  be  adjusted  to  reflect  FY  1994 
apportionments  and  the  re-evaluation  of  §3  Bus  projects  if  FY1994  §3  Bus  funds  are  not  forthcoming. 


Page 
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VACAVUXE  I'RBAMZED  AREA 
FTA  SECTION  9 PKOORAM 
l>«iKiu(cd  Keciptcnl;  Stale  of  California 


Grantee:  Vacaville 

ISccuon  9 Funds  Available 


F>’  1993-94  Appomonmeni  (Estimate): 
FY  1992-93  Canryover  Funds 


Total; 


$839,000 

Sl.073.3J4 

SI.9I2.3I4 


Program  of  Projects  I Section  9 

Operating  Assistance  | Federal 

Share 


FY  1993-94 
Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


Vacaville  S404.700 


$731,300  $1,136,000 


Program  of  Projects 
Capital  ProjecLs 


Vacaville 

Replacement  Buses  (7)  •• 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

$668,614 


TOTAL  GRANTEE  PROGRAM: $1,073,314 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

$90,000 

$641,386 

$1,400,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  FY  1993-94  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vacaville 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Purchase  Transit  Buses 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  seven  new  3 0-3  5 foot  heaw-dutv 

ADA-compliant  transit  buses  to  replace  buses  currently  leased 
from  the  contractor-operator. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  Revenue  Vehicles 


7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


Draft  1993  SRTP  Table  9-3  fPaae  9-10) 


$668.614 

$90,000 


(FTA  Section  9) 
(FTA  Section  3) 


$450.000 

$191.386 

$1.400.000 

-0- 


(STA) 

(TDA) 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 
federal  codes) 


(Specify  state  and 


CEQA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines 

Section  15302. 

NEPA  STATUS : Not  Applicable. 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(CIRCULAR  7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element 

Projects  Only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

1993  Draft 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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I 

I 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 

sector  regarding  this  project?  I 

1993  Draft  1 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed?  | 

Reference:  , 


i:.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Proposed  bus  purchase  will  allow  the  City  to  replace  vehicles 
currently  leased  from  the  contractor-operator  with  city-owned 
buses.  New  vehicles  will  be  heavy-duty  transit  coaches, 
offering  a more  attractive  and  comfortable  transportation 
alternative  to  city  residents. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Purchase  Transit  Buses 

Operator:  City  of  Vacaville 

Date:  March  31,  1993 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  93 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


TASK  1: 
Develop  Specs 


XX 


TASK  2: 
Ad/Bid/Award 


TASK  3: 
Construction 


TASK  4: 

Put  Into  Svc 


EXPENDITURE  \ | 

PLAN  (000$);  j FY  93  j FY  94 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 FY 

1 

1 

1 

1 FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 ! 

1 668,614 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 1 

1 90,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FAU/FAI  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  FED . | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

ARTICLE  XIX  j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PROP  108  BONDI 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PROP  116  BONDI 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FCR  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STAT/LCL  PARTI 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  STATE  | 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (OP)  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (REG)  1 

1 450,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

SPECIFY:  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TDA  1 

1 191,386 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS  j 

1 1,400,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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FY  1993-94  SECTION  3 FIXED  OUI DEWAY 
PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


SAN  FRANCISCO/OAKLAND 
AND  SAN  JOSE 
URBANIZED  AREAS 
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FTA  SECTION  3 FIXED  GUIDEWAY  PROGRAM 

SAN  FRANCISCO-OAKLAND  AND  SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREAS 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 


[Section  3 Funds  Available:  | 


FY  1993-94  Apportionment  SF-O  UZA  (Estimate) 

$54,255,222 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  SJ  UZA  (Estimate); 

$3,408,105 

FY  1992-93  Carryover  Funds: 

m 

Total: 

$57,WJ27 

Section  3 Funds  Programmed: 

1 

Program  of  Projects 

Section  3 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Capital  Projects 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

BART 

BA19 

A&B  Car  Rehab  '' 

13 

TBD 

TBD 

CalTrain 

CTOl 

Maintenance  Facility  (SF) 

12 

$2,990,000 

373,750 

373,750 

CTOl 

Maintenance  Facility  (SJ) 

12 

$3.408.105 

426.013 

426.013 

$6,398,105 

$6.398.105 

799,763 

799,763 

MUNI 

MUOl 

MUNI  Metro  Turnback 

20 

$19,761,339 

2,470,167 

2,470,167 

MU27 

MUNI  LRV  Replacement  ** 

13 

$13.972.463 

$6.270.375 

$6.270.375 

$33,733,802 

$40,131,907 

$8,740,542 

$8,740,542 

A Board-adopted  financial  plan  for  the  MUNI  LRV  project  will  be  required  prior  to  MTC  fund  application 
approval  of  this  project. 

Once  MTC  approves  a BART  Board-adopted  financial  plan  assuring  sufficient  local  match  commitment  to  the 
to  the  A&B  Car  project,  MTC  will  amend  the  FY  1994  TIP  and  FY  1994  POP  to  program  the  FY  1994  §3 
Fixed  Guideway  reserve  to  this  project. 
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23-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


FY  94  POP 
Total 
Project 
Cost 


TBD 


$3,737,500 

$4.260.131 

$7,997,631 


$24,701,674 

$26.513.213 

$51,214,886 


PROJECT  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  For  FY  92/93 
MIC  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  CalTrain 

2.  PROJECT  NT^.E;  Kaintanance  Facility 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  centralized  maintenance 
facility  to  maintain  rolling  stocX. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Vehicle  maintenance  shops  and  garage  (9) 

5.  BRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  36  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 6,398,105  (FY  94)  SOURCE.’FTA 

(SF)$2,990,000  & (SJ)  $3,408,105  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%)  : $799,763  State(FY  94  ) SOURCE:  116 

5 799,763  local  - INTERCITY 

6.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  Jy  997  531  (FY  94) 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X036:  $500,000 

UKTA  SEC.  3:  $4,514,164  (pending) 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 117 (c) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  26 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

No.  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to 
contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  ta)^en  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the 
private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X Ho.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  proposed  project  will  provide  a centralized  equipment  .. 
maintenance  facility  within  the  PCS  service  area  affording 
efficient  and  effective  maintenance  procedures.  The  project 
will  include  a 1,000-ft.  long  building  containing 
progressive  "whole  train"  inspection  facilities;  diesel 
locomotive  maintenance  and  repair  facilities;  an  automatic 
train  washer;  car  cleaning,  sanding  and  fueling  stations; 
and  crew  and  administrative  facilities.  The  project  will 
also  include  a train  storage  yard  and  yard  control 
equipment.  Wayside  power  will  be  provided  eliminating  the 
need  for  powering  locomotives  at  night  during  repair 
operations.  The  facility  will  require  approximately  35 
acres. 

A site  in  San  Jose,  known  as  Lick  Quarry  was  selected  for 
the  facility  in  August  1989  as  part  of  the  environmental 
impact  process.  A final  EIR,  including  mitigation  measures 
for  the  facility  was  complete  in  Summer  1990. 

Caltrans  will  be  requesting  approximately  $9.3  million  for 
purchase  of  the  right-of-way  at  the  Lick  Quarry  site.  After 
the  final  design  and  engineering  is  complete,  Caltrans  will 
request  a Full-funded  Grant  Agreement  from  FTA  to  finance  up 
to  75%  of  the  public's  share  of  the  construction  portion  of 
the  facility.  The  remaining  public  share  of  the  project 
will  be  financed  through  State  and  Local  resources. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
PROJECT:  Maintenance  Facility 

Operator:  CalTrain 
Page:  3 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 


' IMPLEMENTATION 
i SCHEDULE 

FY  92/93 
Q1  Q2  03  Q4 

FY  93/94 
Q1  02  03  QW 

FY  94/95 
01  02  03  04 

FY  95/96 
01  02  03  04 

FY  96/97 
01  02  03  Q4  J 

1 TASK  1 : 

i R/W  ACQUISITION 

XXX 

1 

; TASK  2 : 

' FINAL  DESIGN 

XXX 

! 

' TASK  3 : 

j OFFICE  ENGINEER  REVIEW 

X 

X X 

TASK  4 : 

CONTRACT  PROCESS 

XXX 

j 

TASK  5: 

1 CONSTRUCTION 

X X X X 

1 

0:  Clearance  and  Approvals: 


EXPENDITURE 

PLAN 

FY  92/93 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

1 

FY  96/97 

i FTA  SECTION  9 

1 

FTA  SECTION  3 

8.100.000 

6,398,105 

10,348,776 

1,953.121 

OTHER  FED 

1 

state  TP  a D 

ARTICLE  XD< 

1 

RAIL  BONDS 

1 

PCL  BONDS 

S9. 100 .000 

1 

INTERCITY  • 

S21. 810,000 

1 

STA* 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS  (Q 

799.763 

1,293,597 

244.140 

1 

1 SOURCE;  (108) 

799,763 

1,293,597 

244.140 

f 

! SALES  TAX 

1 

! total  funds 

S39.010.000 

7,997,631 

12,935,970 

2,441,401 

Propoiition  108  Rail  Bonds.  Suie  Intercity  TCI  and  Amirak  contribution;  subject  to  refinement. 
Mitch  provided  in  previous  years 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  MUNI  Metro  Turnback 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  involves  extending  the  Metro  subway 

to  provide  a turnback  area  with  an  exclusive  right-of-way  for  switching 
trains  and  for  storing  disabled  cars.  This  project  allows  the  capacity 
of  the  MUNI  Metro  subway  to  be  increased  and  facilitates  the  further 
extension  of  MUNI  Metro  service  to  Mission  Bay  and  the  CalTrain  depot. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

9.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

$131,403,000 

$37,239,000 

$43,087,000 

$211,729,000 

$142,925,000 


11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  FEIS  - August 

1989.  CEQA  STATUS:  1-280  Program  EIR  - Statutory  Exclusion  State 

pursuant  to  the  EIR  Guidelines  15275- 


12.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 

or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  reference  . 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 

named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

13.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


The  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  operates  five  high  capacity  surface/ 
subway  light  rail  lines  between  outer  residential  areas  and  the  City's 
downtown  retail  and  commercial  districts.  The  five  lines,  which  carry  about 
135,000  daily  riders,  all  operate  through  the  subway  and  terminate  at  the 
Embarcadero  Station. 
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The  existing  terminus  at  the  Embarcadero  Station,  which  was  constructed  by 
BART,  was  designed  as  a conventional  rapid  transit  stub  terminal,  reflecting 
the  layout  of  the  BART  station  directly  underneath.  This  design  has  a 
number  of  shortcomings  with  respect  to  the  Metro's  intended  mode  of 
operation,  which  for  fiscal,  institutional,  and  other  reasons  were  unable  to 
be  corrected  prior  to  construction. 

The  design  of  the  Embarcadero  terminus  hampers  efficient  Metro  operations 
mainly  because  vehicle  turnaround  time  limits  the  subway  headway  to  l80 
seconds,  which  causes  the  need  for  enroute  coupling  and  limits  capacity  of 
the  subway.  Additionally,  there  is  limited  storage  capacity  for  disabled 
cars. 

A consultant  was  retained  to  study  the  terminal  requirements  and  to 
recommend  modifications  to  the  terminal  layout.  Their  report  called  for  a 
loop  turnaround  at  the  foot  of  Market  Street  with  limited  maintenance  and 
storage  facilities.  However,  for  financial  and  environmental  reasons  this 
loop  alternative  was  not  pursued.  Instead,  the  current  design  involves  the 
construction  of  the  MUNI  Metro  subway  tunnel  extension  east  of  the  BART/MUNI 
Embarcadero  station  and  under  Justin  Herman  Park,  coming  to  grade  via  a 
portal  in  the  median  of  a realigned  and  rebuilt  Embarcadero  Boulevard.  The 
portal  will  be  built  between  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets,  leaving  space 
underground  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets  for  a high  capacity  turnback 
operation.  Surface  tracks  will  be  extended  in  the  Embarcadero  median  to  a 
tail  track  for  disabled  train  storage  south  of  Folsom  Street. 

The  Turnback  will  significantly  improve  the  reliability  and  cost- 
effectiveness  of  Metro  subway  operations  by  removing  the  bottleneck  created 
by  the  two- track  storage  and  inspection  capabilities  for  disabled  vehicles. 

PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 


Capital : Capital  cost  estimates  are  based  on  the  low  bid  received.  Given 
the  nature  of  this  project  (extensive  underground  construction  in  an  area  of 
landfill),  a larger- than-usual  contingency  has  been  included. 

Operating:  A preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  the  net  operating  cost 
increase  will  be  about  $1,085,000  per  year  in  1992  dollars.  This  number 
will  be  refined  in  the  coming  year. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  the  time  needed  to  operate  the  trains  a longer 
distance  into  the  turnback  area  will  require  the  addition  of  one  train  per 
line.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  new  Advanced  Train  Control  System 
(ATCS)  will  result  in  a savings  of  one  train  per  line  because  of  a reduction 
in  running  time  due  to  a combination  of  less  need  for  enroute  coupling, 
faster  subway  running  time,  and  quicker  turnback  time.  Thus,  the 
combination  of  ATCS  and  the  Turnback  may  result  in  a smaller  net  increase  in 
operating  cost  than  indicated  above. 

There  may  be  a change  in  the  cost  of  track  and  signal  maintenance,  given 
that  this  project  will  add  a number  of  new  switches  for  the  Track  Department 
to  maintain  and  an  expanded  signal  system  for  the  Signal  Department  to 
maintain.  This  cost  impact  has  not  yet  been  estimated. 
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PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 


Construction  bids  were  received  on  December  18,  1992.  The  construction 
management  contract  was  approved  in  February  1993;  conditional  award  of 
construction  contract  occurred  in  April  1993;  the  notice  to  proceed  is 
scheduled  for  June  1993* 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

1 . Construction 

10/01/92 

06/30/96 
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CAPITAL  PRIORITIES  FY9^ 
PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Light  Rail  Vehicle  Purchase  to  Replace  128  Boeing  LRVs 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  replacement  of  the 

entire  fleet  of  128  Boeing-Vertol  light  rail  vehicles,  which  is  rapidly 
aging  and  requires  excessive  maintenance. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $221,110,000 


7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

9.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING: 


$171,187,000 

$141,568,000 

$533,865,000 

$116,148,000 


(This  cost  estimate  is  for 
replacement  and  expansion 
LRVs  combined;  the  final 
CIP  will  separate  those  two 
projects  and  show  the  cost 
estimate  for  replacement 
vehicles  only.) 


11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 

Exclusion  purusant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c) (17) • CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  Section  15275* 


12.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 

or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  Reference . 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 

named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

13.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


MUNI  contracted  with  the  firm  of  Booz-Allen  & Hamilton  to  determine  the 
economic  life  of  the  Boeing  LRV.  The  Booz-Allen  report  makes  no  definite 
recommendation  as  to  when  the  Boeing  cars  should  be  retired.  The  findings 
are  that  the  year  at  which  it  makes  most  economic  sense  to  retire  the  Boeing 
LRVs  is  dependant  upon  the  rate  at  which  the  cost  of  maintenance  on  the  cars 
grows . 
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The  report  shows  that  given  various  maintenance  cost  growth  rates,  it  makes 
economic  sense  to  retire  the  fleet  by  1996,  2003,  or  2008.  Based  on 
experience,  MUNI  estimates  that  the  maintenance  cost  growth  rate  will  fall 
somewhere  between  the  first  and  second  examples,  probably  closer  to  the 
first;  therefore,  based  on  the  Booz-Allen  study,  it  makes  economic  sense  to 
retire  the  Boeing  fleet  between  1996  and  1999* 

During  the  past  year  the  Federal  Transportation  Administration  has 
determined  that  the  Boeing  LRVs  may  be  retired  after  15  years  of  service. 
Of  MUNI'S  128  Boeing  LRVs,  98  started  service  in  1980,  making  them  eligible 
for  retirement  in  1995;  and  30  Boeing  LRVs  started  service  in  1983#  making 
them  eligible  for  retirement  in  1998. 

The  first  order  of  new  LRVs  has  been  awarded  to  Breda,  and  44  Breda  LRVs 
will  be  arriving  during  1995-  Originally,  these  cars  were  to  have  been 
expansion  cars;  that  is,  they  were  to  be  used  to  increase  the  size  of  the 
LRV  fleet  to  l68  cars.  However,  several  things  have  occurred  during  the 
past  year  to  warrant  a change  in  that  strategy. 

First,  the  Boeing  cars  have  been  experiencing  worse-then-expected 
maintenance  problems,  with  one  LRV  line  having  to  be  "dieselized"  for  a 
period  of  time  because  of  a lack  of  available  LRVs.  On-going  problems  with 
the  Boeing  cars  are  causing  worsening  inconvenience  and  discomfort  for 
passengers  as  service  continues  to  deteriorate.  The  replacement  of  the 
Boeing  cars  has  become  necessary  in  order  to  provide  even  minimal  levels  of 
service  and  comfort  to  MUNI  passengers.  It  is  increasing  felt,  both  within 
MUNI  and  among  passengers,  that  the  single  most  significant  thing  that  MUNI 
can  do  to  improve  service  to  the  public  is  the  replacement  of  the  Boeing 
LRVs. 

Second,  the  current  financial  climate  has  produced  a shortfall  of 
anticipated  capital  and  operating  funds.  In  order  to  respond  to  this,  MUNI 
has  had  to  reprioritize  its  capital  program.  The  expansion  of  the  LRV  fleet 
to  l68  cars  requires  the  construction  of  another  LRV  operating  division, 
with  associated  capital  and  operating  costs.  This  larger  fleet  would  be 
used  to  increase  service  on  existing  lines  as  well  as  provide  new  service, 
which  again,  will  increase  operating  costs.  It  seems  unlikely  that  either 
the  capital  or  the  operating  funding  will  be  available  in  the  short-term. 

It  has  been  determined  that  operation  of  the  current  service,  and  the 
addition  of  service  to  the  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  and  Extension  to  6th  Street, 
could  be  operated  with  a fleet  size  of  136  LRVs.  The  Green/Geneva  complex 
can  house  and  service  up  to  that  number  of  LRVs. 

Finally,  FTA  determined  that  the  Boeing  cars  could  be  retired  after  15  years 
of  service,  which  makes  this  first  order  eligible  to  be  used  as  replacement 
vehicles . 

Based  on  the  above,  it  seems  most  advantageous  to  use  eight  of  the  first  44 
Breda  cars  as  expansion  vehicles  and  the  remaining  36  cars  as  replacements, 
and  retire  36  Boeing  cars  on  a one-for-one  basis  as  the  Bredas  arrive. 
This  would  then  be  followed  by  a second  order  for  92  new  LRVs,  which  would 
be  used  as  replacements  for  the  remaining  92  Boeing  cars,  and  which  would 
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start  arriving  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  first  4^  Breda  cars  arrive. 
The  first  44  new  LRVs  would  arrive  in  1995.  and  the  second  order  would 
arrive  in  1996  through  1998.  The  30  Boeing  cars  that  started  service  in 
1983  would  be  retired  last  in  1998,  when  they  reach  I5  years  of  service. 

A third  order  of  new  LRVs,  to  be  used  as  expansion  vehicles,  would  be 
scheduled  to  arrive  when  both  operating  and  capital  funding  is  available  to 
purchase/construct  and  operate  both  the  additional  cars  and  the  new 
operating  division. 

The  new  cars  will  have  expanded  accessibility  features  that  will  meet  ADA 
requirements.  They  will  be  articulated  vehicles,  featuring  eight  doors  and 
six  axles.  The  cost  estimates  for  the  cars,  which  are  based  upon  recent 
bids  and  are  shown  in  escalated  dollars,  include  1%  sales  tax;  inspection, 
acceptance,  and  delivery  charges;  spare  parts;  fareboxes;  AVL  and  train 
control  equipment;  and  radios. 

PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 

Capital;  The  capital  cost  of  the  first  order  of  Breda  cars  is  about  $2.7 
million  per  car.  If  the  second  order  goes  to  bid  in  early  1994  and  is 
awarded  to  Breda,  an  increase  to  $2.9  million  per  car  can  be  expected.  If  a 
different  car  manufacturer  is  chosen,  the  cost  per  car  might  vary.  For 
planning  purposes,  the  assumption  is  that  the  second  order  of  92  cars  will 
cost  $2.9  million  per  car,  for  a total  of  $266.8  million  dollars. 

Operating;  One  of  the  main  problems  with  the  Boeing  LRVs  is  the  extremely 
high  maintenance  cost  of  the  car.  It  is  assumed  that  the  new  LRVs  will  have 
much  lower  maintenance  costs,  although  a relatively  accurate  amount  cannot 
be  calculated  until  the  manufacturer  provides  Operation  and  Maintenance 
Manuals  for  the  cars,  and  MUNI  develops  experience  with  the  vehicles.  For 
planning  purposes  it  is  assumed  that  maintenance  costs  will  be  reduced  by 
2^%.  The  total  variable  cost  for  LRV  maintenance  in  FY  1992/93  is  about 
$13.9  million.  If  the  entire  fleet  were  replaced  the  maintenance  budget 
would  decrease  by  about  $3-48  million  per  year  in  1992  dollars. 

The  first  order  for  36  replacement  LRVs  will  replace  28%  of  the  fleet. 
Thus,  starting  in  1996  the  maintenance  budget  will  decrease  by  about 
$970,000  per  year  in  1992  dollars.  The  second  order  of  92  replacement  LRVs 
will  completely  replace  the  Boeings  by  early  1998  and  the  annual  maintenance 
budget  will  decrease  by  another  $2.50  million  in  1992  dollars. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 

Engineering  has  been  completed  and  the  prototype  is  under  construction. 
PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS  BEGIN  COMPLETE 


FIRST  PHASE 

1.  Manufacturer  Engineering  02/01/92  01/31/93 
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TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

2.  Prototype  Fabrication 

02/01/93 

09/30/93 

3.  Prototype  Arrival  & Testing 

10/01/93 

05/31/94 

4.  Delivery  of  Production  Vehs. 

10/01/94 

09/30/95 

SECOND  PHASE 

1.  Specification  Dev. 

02/01/93 

07/31/93 

2.  Bid  & Award 

08/01/93 

01/31/99 

3.  Manufacturer  Engineering 

02/01/94 

01/31/95 

4 . Prototype  Fabrication 

02/01/95 

09/30/95 

5.  Prototype  Arrival  & Testing 

10/01/95 

05/31/96 

6.  Delivery  of  Production  Vehs. 

10/01/96 

03/31/98 

CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 


- 179  - 


. 180  - 


NOTE:  This  financial  plan  is  preliminary.  MUNI  will  submit  a Board  adopted  Financial  Plan  which  is 
subject  to  MTC  approval. 


FY  1993-94  SECTION  3 BUS 

PROCRAMOF  PROJECTS 


MTC  RECION 
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?TD31Q;^  

HOI01«>tM 


FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 


Section  3 Funds  Programmed: 

Program  of  Projects 
Capital  Projects 

1 

Score 

Section  3 
Federal 
Share 

Cumulative 

Federal 

Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Share 

FY  94  POP 
Total 
Project 
Cost 

MU07 

Trolley  Repl  (35  Art)* 

14 

15,000,000 

$15,000,000 

2,647,059 

$17,647,059 

REG2 

Regional  ADA  Projects 
Composed  of: 

13 

12,958,222 

$27.95R.222 

1,439,802 

$14,398,024 

REG 

Reg  ADA  Eligib.  DB  for  MTC  Region 

335,700 

37,300 

$373,000 

AC30 

ADA  Implem.  Prog.:  Fixed  Rt  Headsigns  Retrofit/ 

1,620,000 

180,000 

$1,800,000 

ALA  Cnty 

10  Paratransit  Veh  & ADA  Computers  & Softwart 
(For  LA  VTA,  AC  Transit,  BART,  Union  City) 

867,816 

96,424 

$964,240 

CC 

6 Paratransit  Veh  & ADA  Comp.  Scheduling  Syst 

428,015 

47,557 

$475,572 

LV02 

ADA  Hardware/Software 

47,250 

5,250 

$52,500 

MU 

Seattle  Metro  Trolley  Coach  Lease  (18) 

431,017 

47,891 

$478,908 

SM 

28  Paratransit  Veh  & ADA  Bus  Stop  Accessibility 

3,235,799 

359,533 

$3,595,332 

SC 

20  Paratransit  Vehicles,  ADA  Bus  Stop  Improve.  < 

2,025,000 

225,000 

$2,250,000 

FF 

ADA  Implemen.  Prog:  2 Paratransit  Veh/2  miniva 

453,463 

50,385 

$503,848 

GG 

Expansion  Paratransit  Vehicles  (9)  & Bus  Stop  & ’ 

989,944 

109,994 

$1,099,938 

NAOl 

Announcement  System  for  Sight-impaired  Passenj 

117,000 

13,000 

$130,000 

SR02/SR03 

6 Paratransit  Veh  & Bus  Stop  Improvements 

306,000 

34,000 

$340,000 

S002/S005 

Paratransit  Facil  & 5 Paratransit  Veh 

945,000 

105,000 

$1,050,000 

VLOl 

10  Paratransit  Veh  & Paratransit  Radio/Dispatch 

786,816 

87,424 

$874,240 

VVOl 

3 Paratransit  Veh  & ADA  equip  for  Fixed  Route  B 

225,000 

25,000 

$250,000 

WCOI 

3 Paratransit  Veh  & related  equipment 

144,401 

16,045 

$160,446 

FY  1994  Section  3 Bus  ADA  earmark  projects  will  be  reevaluated  and  programmed,  as  appropriate, 
in  the  FY  1994  Section  9 program  if  earmark  funds  are  not  forthcoming. 
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CAPITAL  PRIORITIES  FY94 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Trolley  Purchase  to  Replace  3^^  Flyer  Trolley  Coaches 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  will  replace  the  Flyer  trolley  coach 

fleet  in  phases. 


4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 
11 


12. 


b. 


c. 

d. 

13. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $102,679,000 


PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


$24,203,000 

$23,577,000 

$150,459,000 


(This  cost  estimate  is  for 
190  trolleys  only;  the 
final  CIP  will  include  the 
cost  estimate  to  replace 
all  344  trolleys.) 


PRIOR  FUNDING: 


$80,428,000 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  771 • 117(c) (17) • CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15302(c). 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  Reference . 

Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


The  Municipal  Railway's  trolley  coaches  carry  325.000  daily  passengers, 
roughly  one-fifth  the  region's  ridership.  Many  trolley  coach  lines  operate 
on  very  short  peak  headways  and  are  currently  very  crowded.  This  makes  them 
prime  candidates  for  articulated  coaches,  which  can  provide  the  needed 
additional  capacity,  while  at  the  same  time  reducing  operating  costs.  The 
trolley  coach  Fleet  Plan  proposes  to  replace  the  entire  trolley  coach  fleet, 
which  are  all  standards,  with  mostly  articulated  coaches  (two-thirds 
articulated;  one-third  standard),  and  to  phase  the  purchase  over  an  eight- 
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year  period. 


The  current  trolley  coach  fleet  of  3^^  Flyer  standard  coaches  was  acquired 
in  a single  purchase  in  1976.  It  is  assumed  that  the  economic  life  of  a 
trolley  coach  is  about  l8  years,  making  the  entire  fleet  eligible  for 
replacement  in  1994.  In  order  to  phase  the  purchase  over  eight  years,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  retire  some  coaches  after  this  age  is  reached. 

A goal  of  the  Trolley  Coach  Fleet  Plan  is  to  determine  the  number  of 
articulated  and  standard  coaches  needed  to  meet  demand.  Lines  must  have 
certain  operating  and  ridership  characteristics  before  they  become 
candidates  for  articulated  coaches,  and  these  characteristics  can  change 
over  time.  In  order  for  MUNI  to  be  able  to  purchase  the  appropriate  mix  of 
standard  and  articulated  coaches  that  will  be  needed  in  2001,  it  would  be 
advantageous  to  determine  that  number  as  close  to  2001  as  possible. 
Therefore,  this  project  is  to  replace  344  standard  trolley  coaches  with  an 
appropriate  mix  of  standard  and  articulated  trolley  coaches,  to  be 
determined  in  as  each  bid  goes  out.  The  current  Trolley  Coach  Fleet  Plan 
anticipates  that  this  number  will  be  120  standard  coaches  and  208 
articulated  coaches. 

Given  the  above,  the  replacement/retirement  schedule  is  as  follows  (keeping 
in  mind  that  the  numbers  may  change  somewhat  by  the  time  the  coaches  are 
ordered  because  of  changing  ridership  patterns): 

1993  : receive  60  new  artics  - retire  70  Flyer  standards 

1995  : receive  30  new  artics  &.  50  new  standards  - retire  44  Flyer  standards 

1996  : receive  50  new  standards  - retire  6l  Flyer  standards 

2001  : receive  63  new  artics  & 20  new  standards  - retire  76  Flyer  standards 

2002  : receive  55  new  artics  - retire  63  Flyer  standards 

All  new  coaches  will  meet  ADA  requirements  and  have  accessible  features  such 
as  wheelchair  lifts,  kneelers,  and  ADA-compliant  signage. 

The  cost  of  the  coaches  is  based  upon  recent  bids  and  is  shown  in  escalated 
dollars.  The  coaches  will  feature  extra-wide  doors  and  heavy-duty 
suspension.  The  cost  estimates  include  7%  sales  tax;  inspection, 

acceptance,  and  delivery  charges;  spare  parts  and  engines;  and  the 

installation/replacement  of  fareboxes,  AVL  equipment,  and  radios. 

PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 

Capital:  Capital  costs  are  based  on  the  cost  of  the  trolley  coaches 

purchased  most  recently  by  MUNI,  and  escalated  5/^  per  year.  The  most 
recently  purchased  articulated  trolley  coaches  arrived  in  1992  and  cost 
$757,000  per  coach.  This  includes  8.3%  sales  tax;  inspection,  test  & 
acceptance,  and  delivery  charges;  spare  parts;  and  the  installation/ 

replacement  of  fareboxes,  AVL  equipment,  and  radios.  When  escalated  at  3% 
per  year,  articulated  coaches  that  arrive  in  1994  would  cost  $835,000  each; 
and  articulated  coaches  that  arrive  in  2001  and  2002  would  cost  $1.82 
million  each. 

Standard  trolley  coaches  were  last  purchased  by  MUNI  in  1975.  and  those 
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costs  would  not  be  valid  for  future  cost  estimates.  Recent  motor  coach 
purchases  by  MUNI  show  that  standard  motor  coaches  cost  about  63.5?^  of 
articulated  motor  coaches.  If  that  same  percentage  is  applied  to  trolley 
coaches,  standard  coaches  that  arrive  in  199^  would  cost  $529,000  each;  and 
standard  coaches  that  arrive  in  2001  would  cost  $744,000  each. 

Operating:  Operating  costs  can  be  impacted  by  this  project  in  two  ways. 
First,  by  the  different  type  of  trolley  coach  with  more  electronics  and 
added  components  such  as  a wheelchair  lift  and  APU.  Second,  by  the 
deployment  method  applied  to  the  articulated  coaches. 

With  respect  to  the  first  way  mentioned  above  in  which  operating  costs  could 
be  impacted  --  the  different  type  of  trolley  coach  with  more  electronics  and 
added  components  such  as  a wheelchair  lift  and  APU  — only  rough  estimates 
can  be  made  at  this  time.  For  planning  purposes,  it  is  being  assumed  that 
the  different  type  of  trolley  coach  would  increase  maintenance  costs  by 
about  3%.  The  total  variable  maintenance  costs  for  trolley  coaches  in  FY 
1992/93  is  $6.32  million.  Thus,  the  first  60  artics,  which  represent  about 
17%  of  the  total  fleet  size,  could  increase  maintenance  costs  by  about 
$54,000  per  year  in  1992  dollars.  The  second  order  of  30  artics  and  100 
standards  could  increase  operating  costs  by  about  $123,000  per  year  in  1992 
dollars.  The  final  order  of  II8  artics  and  20  standards  could  increase 
operating  costs  by  about  $139,000  per  year  in  1992  dollars.  However,  this 
assumes  that  the  artics  are  deployed  in  a manner  that  holds  operating  costs 
constant.  If,  in  fact,  operating  costs  are  decreased  by  the  deployment  of 
artics,  these  maintenance  cost  increase  figures  would  be  smaller. 

With  respect  to  the  second  way  mentioned  above,  articulated  coaches  can  be 
deployed  relative  to  standard  coaches  in  a variety  of  ways  to  achieve 
increased  capacity  and/or  reduced  operating  costs.  The  exact  deployment  of 
the  artic  trolley  coaches  has  not  yet  been  determined  so  that  the  impact  on 
operating  costs  cannot  be  calculated.  However,  there  are  two  extreme 
deployment  strategies:  1)  hold  operating  costs  constant  and  increase 
capacity  to  the  maximum  extent;  and  2)  hold  capacity  constant  and  decrease 
operating  costs  to  the  maximum  extent.  Both  extremes  are  presented  as 
follows;  the  actual  impact  on  the  operating  cost  will  probably  be  somewhere 
between  them. 

The  assumptions  are  that  the  operating  cost  ratio  of  standard  to  artic  is 
1:1.1;  the  capacity  ratio  of  standard  to  artic  is  1:1.4.  For  the  first 
order  of  60  articulated  trolley  coaches,  the  two  extremes  are:  if  operating 
costs  are  held  constant,  capacity  can  be  increased  by  27%.  If  capacity  is 
held  constant,  operating  costs  can  be  decreased  by  21%.  The  total  variable 
operating  costs  for  trolley  coaches  in  FY  1992/93  is  $36.36  million.  The 
first  60  artics  will  replace  70  standards,  which  is  26%  of  peak  demand.  If 
it  is  assumed  that  the  impact  on  peak  demand  can  be  used  as  a rough 
estimate  of  overall  impact,  26?!  of  the  total  variable  operating  costs  is 
$9.45  million.  A 21?!  decrease  in  that  amount  would  translate  into  $1.98 
million  per  year  in  1992  dollars. 

Thus,  the  total  annual  operating  cost  impact  of  the  first  60  artic  trolleys 
would  be  between  $0  and  $1.98  million  in  1992  dollars.  The  figures  for  the 
second  order  of  30  artics  would  be  half  those  of  the  60  artics,  providing 
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annual  operating  cost  savings  of  between  $0  and  $.99  million  in  1992 
dollars.  The  final  order  of  Il8  artics  would  provide  between  $0  and  $3*96 
million  of  annual  operating  cost  savings,  in  1992  dollars. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  7/01/93 

The  first  order  of  artics  has  been  funded,  and  the  prototype  is  is  being 
tested.  A new  specification  for  a standard  trolley  coach  and  a revised 
specification  for  an  articulated  trolley  coach  are  being  prepared. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

FIRST  PHASE  - Artics 

1.  Prototype  Testing 

2.  Production  Vehs.  Del. 

08/01/92 

11/01/93 

07/01/93 

06/30/99 

SECOND  PHASE  - Artics 

1.  Specification  Dev. 

2.  Bid  & Award 

3.  Prototype  Testing 

4.  Production  Vehs.  Del. 

05/01/93 

10/01/93 

09/01/94 

03/01/95 

09/30/93 

03/31/99 

12/31/99 

06/30/95 

THIRD  PHASE  - Standards 

1.  Specification  Dev. 

2.  Bid  & Award 

3.  Prototype  Testing 

4.  Production  Vehs.  Del. 

05/01/93 

10/01/93 

09/01/94 

05/01/95 

09/30/93 

03/31/99 

12/31/99 

07/31/96 

FOURTH  PHASE  - Mix  of  Standards 

and  Artics 

1.  Specification  Dev. 

2.  Bid  & Award 

3.  Prototype  Testing 

4.  Production  Vehs.  Del. 

01/01/98 

01/01/99 

07/01/00 

07/01/01 

12/31/98 

06/30/99 

12/31/00 

12/31/02 
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TROLLEY  COACH  PURCHASE  TO  REPLACE  3^4  FLYER  TROLLEY  COACHES 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 

OPERATOR:  AC  Transit 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Proiect  ConiDonent 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Retro-fit  of  Buses  w/  Automated  PA  Systems-Phase  I 

1,350,000 

150,000 

1,500,000 

Retro-fit  of  Bus  Destination  Signs-Phase  I 

270.000 

30.000 

300.000 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

1,620,000 

180,000 

1,800,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93  - 94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


March  1,  1993 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  13  - ADA  Fixed  Route  Loudspeaker  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Phase  I - Retro-fit  of  Buses  with  automated  PA 

systems  to  enable  drivers  to  comply  with  ADA 
Legislation. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (8)  Operating  Yards  and  Station 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  *Will  be  in  Next  SRTP  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$270,000 

FTA 

Sec.  3 

Funds  (ADA) 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (10%) 

$ 30,000 

Toll 

Bridge 

Revenue 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$300,000 

9. 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE 

AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (14) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (PLEASE 
COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93  - 94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


March  1,  1993 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  12  - ADA  Bus  Destination  Sign  Retro-fit 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Phase  I - Retro-fit  of  Bus  Destination  Signs 

to  comply  with  ADA  Legislation. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (8)  Operating  Yards  and  Station 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  *Will  be  in  Next  SRTP  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,350,000  FTA  Sec.  3 Funds  (ADA) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (10%)  $ 150,000  Toll  Bridge  Revenue 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,500,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (14) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (PLEASE 
COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


- 190  - 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION; 

Private  Sector 

♦The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project 
at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other 
regional  transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced 
in  our  SRTP.  Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and 
through  a mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

Our  present  revenue  vehicle  destination  signs  do  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  ADA  Legislation.  We  are  proposing  to  retro-fit  the 
signage  (head  and  side  signs)  on  384  buses  that  are  scheduled  to  be  in 
service  in  1997.  The  estimated  cost  is  $6,000  per  revenue  vehicle.  The 
1200  and  1300  series  buses  are  close  to  replacement  and  will  not  be 
retrofitted. 

Phase  I of  this  project  would  commence  in  FY  1993-94  with  a project 
total  of  $1,500,000.  Phase  II  of  this  project  would  commence  in  1994-95 
with  a project  total  of  $804,000.  The  project  would  include: 


Series 

Year  and  Make 

Active 

1400-1500 

1984  Gillig 

132 

2400-2500 

1988  Flyer 

56 

2500 

1989  Flyer 

52 

1600 

1989  Flyer  Arties 

30 

2600 

1990  Gillig 

52 

2700 

1991  Gillia  30' 

Total 

384 

384  buses  § 

$6,000  each  = $2,304,000 

Continuation 

of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project. 


B.  Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  our  passengers. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system  produc- 
tivity, and  effectiveness. 

3.  This  project  will  address  significant  Federal  and  Regional 
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goals  or  policies  regarding  compliance  with  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  . It  is  important  that  this  project  be 
implemented  as  soon  as  possible. 

4.  This  projec”  will  involve  replacement  or  maintenance  of 
revenue  equipment  for  maintaining  existing  service. 
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This  project  is  being  submitted  as  one  of  the  District's  ADA  projects. 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Alameda  County  for 

LAVTA,  AC  Transit,  BART,  Union  City 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Purchase  ADA  Computers  & Software 

225,000 

25,000 

250,000 

Purchase  Ten  Paratransit  Vehicles 

642.816 

71.424 

714.240 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

96,424 

964,240 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  FY  1994 
on  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Paratransit  Services  Entity  (LAVTA,  A/C  Transit,  BART, 
Union  City) 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Hardware  and  Software 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  ADA  Computers  and  Software 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  13  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Coordinated  Paratransit  Plan  for  LAVTA, 
Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit,  BART,  Union  City  C-3 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $225,000  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 10%) : $ 25,000  SOURCE:  Op 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 250,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal. Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy: 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  name  project?: 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  Private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


SRTP  Reference 


(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 
Reference  ) 

"12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


jParatransit  Services  Entity 

The  four  transit  operator's  in  Alameda  County  have  cooperated  to 
Hprepare  a coordinated  paratransit  plan  which  describes  how  they  will 
Jcomply  with  the  paratransit  requirements  of  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  (ADA) . This  plan  recommends  that  the  operators  join 
^together  in  a new  entity,  Paratransit  Services  Entity  (PSE) . The  PSE 
_^ill  be  governed  by  a board  including  representatives  of  the  four 
^operators.  It  will  have  a limited  staff  and  be  mainly  concerned  with 
setting  policy,  with  identifying  funding,  and  with  administering 
contracts  for  a service  broker  and  possibly  for  service  providers. 

A Broker  will  be  selected  through  a competitive  procurement,  and  will 
“have  responsibility  for  taking  trip  reservations,  assigning  them  to 
appropriate  providers,  enforcing  service  quality  standards,  and 
conducting  initial  complaint  investigations. 

^Sither  the  PSE  or  the  broker  will  contract  with  a variety  of  providers, 
including  taxi  companies,  van  companies  which  can  provide  service  based 
a per-trip  reimbursement,  van  companies  which  operate  vehicles 
dedicated  to  broker  service  and  are  reimbursed  per  vehicle  hour,  and 
Existing  local  public  providers. 

purchase  ADA  Computer  Hardware  and  Software 

Computer  hardware  and  software  is  required  to  implement  the  Coordinated 
Paratransit  Plan.  The  equipment  would  be  used  by  both  the  PSE  and 
proker  to: 

Prepare  vehicle  schedules  and  routes 

Maintain  a database  of  passenger  profiles  which  would  be  updated 
as  passengers  are  certified 

Allow  for  on-line  access  to  passenger  profiles  for  trip 
reservations 

Allow  downloading  or  accessing  of  the  regional  ADA  database 
Provide  trip  request  information 

Provide  information  on  resources  available  to  provide  trips  (e.g. 
vendors,  type  of  service,  hours  operated) 

Allow  for  a computer  link  to  vendors 
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Compile  daily  accomplishments  (e.g.  trips  provided,  on  time 
performance) 

Provide  an  accounting  package  to  allocate  trip  costs  among 
agencies 

Provide  a digital  map  for  determining  which  trips  are  within  ADA 
service  criteria 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  FY  1994 
on  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Paratransit  Services  Entity  (LAVTA,  AC  Transit,  BART, 
Union  City) 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Paratransit  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  Ten  Paratransit  Vehicles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Coordinated  Paratransit  Plan  for  AC 

Transit,  BART,  LAVTA  and  Union  City 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $642,816  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 10%) : $ 71,424  SOURCE:  Op 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 714,240 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal. Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy: 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 

operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  te 

above  named  project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  name  project?: 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  Private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Paratransit  Services  Entity 

The  four  transit  operator's  in  Alameda  County  have  cooperated  to 
prepare  a coordinated  paratransit  plan  which  describes  how  they  will 
comply  with  the  paratransit  requirements  of  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  (ADA) . This  plan  recommends  that  the  operators  join 
together  in  a new  entity,  Paratransit  Services  Entity  (PSE) . The  PSE 
will  be  governed  by  a board  including  representatives  of  the  four 
operators.  It  will  have  a limited  staff  and  be  mainly  concerned  with 
setting  policy,  with  identifying  funding,  and  with  administering 
contracts  for  a service  broker  and  possibly  for  service  providers. 

A Broker  will  be  selected  through  a competitive  procurement,  and  will 
have  responsibility  for  taking  trip  reservations,  assigning  them  to 
appropriate  providers,  enforcing  service  quality  standards,  and 
conducting  initial  complaint  investigations. 

Either  the  PSE  or  the  broker  will  contract  with  a variety  of  providers, 
including  taxi  companies,  van  companies  which  can  provide  service  based 
on  a per-trip  reimbursement,  van  companies  which  operate  vehicles 
dedicated  to  broker  service  and  are  reimbursed  per  vehicle  hour,  and 
existing  local  public  providers. 

Purchase  10  Paratransit  Vehicles 

The  Coordinated  Paratransit  Plan  forecasts  a need  to  purchase  ten 
vehicles  per  year.  Assuming  a vehicle  life  of  five  years,  this  would 
be  sufficient  to  maintain  a fleet  of  50  vehicles  which  would  carry 
about  one-half  of  the  trips  arranged  by  the  broker.  The  remaining 
trips  would  be  carried  on  provider-owned  vehicles,  including  taxicabs 
and  vans. 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 


Section  3 

Proposed 

FY  94  POP 
Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

ADA  Emergency  Expansion  Paratransit  Van 

48,134 

5,348 

53,482 

ADA  Computerized  Scheduling  System 

108,000 

12,000 

120,000 

Expansion  ADA  Paratransit  Vehicles 

271.881 

30.209 

302.090 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorities  List  and 

Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

428,015 

47,557 

475,572 
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Date;  January  29,  1993 
FT94-96 


PROJECT  JUSnPICAHOR  iOSKSHKPT 
For  Project®  Boiwitted  for  the  Hine-yoar  Prograa 
of  KTC's  Transir  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Erpansioa  ADA  Paratransit  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  nESCRTPnON;  Purchase  of  L5  paratransit  vehicles  (vans)  and  related 
equipment  including  vheelchair  lifts,  air  conditioning,  and  tvo-vay  radios 
for  needed  expansion  of  services  to  neet  patron  demand.  This  project  vill 
cover  three  years  (five  xrehlcles  in  fiscal  year  1994). 

A.  PROJECT  CLASSt  Nev'usod  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SBTP  PAGE  KEFBRENCBj  111-18  TU  FACE  REFERENCE; 

d*  PROPOSED  PDNOTNG*  ^271  SSI  SOURCE*  ADA  Eameric 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  n0©*_$30,209  SCDRCEi  Bridge  Tolls 

6.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $302,090 

9.  FBIOR  DMTA  PC5DIRC:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUKfZn:  TTFS  AHD  STATUS: 

NEPA  status:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(17) . 

C3QA  STATlISt  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15J02. 

11.  COMPLIAnCB  VITH  PSTVAIE  SECTOR  PARTICIPAIION  EEQUIREHEBrrs 
(CIRCULAR  7C05.1): 

a.  Vas  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Tss:  SRlT  Page  Reference 

h.  Were  the  proposals  receivec  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 

construct,  or  othervise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No-  Yes:  SRT?  Page  Reference 

(Yf  yes.  hou  fere  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Aro  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

No.  lesi  5RTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes.  have  you  taken  measurefl  to  address  the  impact  of  those 
impedittcnts? 

Reference  > 
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d-  Hs.ve  you  received  any  fottnal  complaints  iron  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Test  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yeSj  hov  have  the  complainta  been  eddressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PlABNIHG  JUSTTFICATIOH 

CCCTA  officially  assumed  responsibility  for  paratransit  services  vithin  its 
service  area  effective  January  1,  15S0.  As  part  of  the  task  of  assuming 
complete  responsibility  for  paratraaslt  services  in  central  Contra  Costa 
County,  CCCTA  conducted  an  assessment  of  the  existing  level  of  paratranslt 
services  in  central  county  as  veil  as  existing  demand,  in  additlcn,  cccta 
has  completed  an  updated  1955  Americans  ¥itli  Disabilities  Act  of  1550 
(ADA)  Para transit  Coapliance  Plan  outlining  future  paratransit  demand  and 
detailing  a plan  of  action  to  efficientiy  and  effectively  meet  that  demand. 


As  documented  in  both  the  1993  CCCTtA  aDA  Paratransit  Compliance  Plan  update 
and  the  1992  CCCTA  SETP  update,  planning  for  future  paratiransit  services  in 
central  Contra  Costa  Courty  show  chet  an  expansion  of  services  will  be 
imperative  in  order  tc  meet  future  service  demand  with  any  kind  of 
consistency,  reliability,  and  effectiveness.  Currently,  paratransit  service 
cannot  keep  up  vith  the  existing  demand.  This  will  only  be  exacerbated  if 
service  is  not  steadily  increased  over  time.  If  CCCTA  is  to  increase 
paratransit  service,  it  is  imperative  that  CCCTA  be  able  tc  increase  the 
number  of  revenue  vehicles  availabla  to  provide  paratransit  services. 

Vlthstandlng  the  Increasing  demand  for  paratransit  secvicss  in  Cantral 
Counry,  CCCTA  will  have  to  significantly  incresiss  paratransit  services  in 
order  tc  be  in  comnliance  vith  tiia  recently  passed  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  of  1590  (ADA).  The  guideiiaas  require  a reasonable  level 
of  equivy  between  fixed-route  services  and  paratransit  aervices  offered  by 
individual  operators.  This  means  that  CCCTA  will  have  to  increase  its  level 
of  paratransit  sarvlces  in  order  to  be  in  reasonable  balance  with  CCCTA' s 
fixed-route  level  or  ser'/lce.  Effective  delivery  of  this  iccreese  in 
paratransit  services  will  require  an  increase  in  revenue  vehicles  available 
tc  provide  paratransit  services.  Again,  this  is  documented  in  the  1993 
CCCTA  ADA  Paratransit  CcRxpiiance  Plan  update. 

Funding  tc  operate  the  additional  service  that  these  expansion  vans  will 
support  will  primarily  come  from  Measure  C funding  CContra  Costa  County's 
local  rransportaclon  sales  tax).  This  funding  source  Is  expected  to 
Increase  by  about  85T  berveen  fiscal  year  1992  and  fiscal  year  1993.  This 
funding  source  typically  accounts  for  between  SOT  to  60^  cf  the  total  CCCTA 
paratransit  funding  in  any  given  fiscal  year  of  th«  Ninc-yaar  planning 
period.  Additionally,  IDA  A. 5 revenues  are  expected  tc  grow  by  about  kTX 
between  fiscal  j/*ar  1992  and  fiscal  year  1998  and  fare  revenue  is  expected 
to  grow  oy  about  lh7»,  A portion  of  the  growth  in  these  tvo  funding  sources 
will  also  go  to  support  tno  operations  of  additional  paratransit  services. 

Furthernorc,  opersting  rescr*.*es  which  have  been  oet  aside  for  .ADA 

paratransit  service  will  be  usee  to  support  expanded  ADA  para transit 
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serrice.  These  reserres  have  been  accunulatlng-  for  this  express  paupose. 
They  vill  b«  drawn  down  once  the  necessary  vehicles  needed  to  deli'^er  the 
cx3>and«d  service  have  been  acquired. 

This  project  which  entails  purchasing  L5  expansion  paratranslr  vans  vlLL 
occur  ever  a three  year  period  vith  the  first  five  being  purchased  In 
fiscal  year  1994,  the  second  three  in  fiscal  year  1995,  and  the  third  three 
in  fiscal  year  1996. 
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Date;  January  29,  1993 
FY94 

EROJECT  JUSnPIGATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  tbe  Nine-year  Program 
of  HTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  KAM2;  ADA  Computerized  Scheduling  Systsin 

3.  PROJECT  DE5GSIPTI0N:  Purchase  and  develcament  of  a computer  system  to 
register  and  schedule  ADA  paratransit  trips  for  Americans  vith  Disabilities 
Act  (ADA)  eligible  clients.  This  project  viil  finance  the  hardware  and  the 
development  of  the  necessary  software. 

4.  PROJECT  QjASS;  Computerised  Fcretcansit  Registretion  « Scheduling  System 

5-  5ETP  PAGE  REFEKKJCE;  III-18  TIP  PAGE  RBFEREHCEi 

6.  FSOFCSSD  FEDERAL  ZDHDING:  $9d,000  SCORCE;  ADA  Eemark 

7-  PBDPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  C20Z);  $24,000  SOURCE;  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  FEajECr  CQSTi  $120,000 

9.  PRIOR  Di£EA  FUNDINC:  None 

10.  ENVlhONHEi^TAL  DOCTMEHT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

5EPA  STATUS*  23  CPR  771.117(c) (17) . 

CBQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  7TTE  PBIVAIE  SECTOR  PAPJTCIPATIOS  REQUIREHENIS 
(CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Vas  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  les:  S2TP  Page  Reference 

b-  Ware  the  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 

construct,  or  othervisa  provide  1 or  part  of  the  above  named  project: 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Referencs 

(If  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  inpedimento  etfecLing  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
nemec  project? 


No.  Test  GRIP  Psge  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  eddress  the  inpact  of  these 
inipediaents? 

Reference 


> 


d.  ELave  you  received  ?ny  romplaintR  from  th«  private  sector 

regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes  I SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  bov  have  the  cocplaints  been  eddreeeed?  Reference  ) 

U.  ADUmONAL  PL&HHING  JUSTTFICATION 


In  order  to  have  the  ability  to  provide  ADA  paratransit  ser-zice  that  is 
cojiparable  to  Its  fixed  roiite  service  and  to  effectively  and  efficiently 
naintaln  a data  base  of  £DA  eligible  clients,  CCCTA  vlll  need  to  revise  the 
vay  In  vhlch  ADA  certified  clients  are  registered  and  scheduled  for  ADA 
paratransit  tirps. 

CCCTA's  current  paxatransit  scheduling  system  and  paratransit  computer 
capabilities  are  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  expected  and  anticipated  ADA 
requirements.  This  is  well  docxiraented  in  both  the  Authority's  1992  SRTP  as 
veil  as  its  1993  ADA  Pera transit  Coirpiiartce  Flan  update. 

This  project  then  viLl  finance  the  acquisition  of  a computerized  system  to 
register  end  schedule  the  par&tranait  trips  cf  ADA  eligible  individuals  in 
a manner  that  is  in  compliance  vith  the  ATA.  Furthermore,  this  project  vill 
fund  the  costs  associated  vith  developing  the  necessary  softvare  related  to 
this  project. 
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2. 


Date:  January  29,  1993 

FI94 


PHOJECT  JUSTUTCAirON  ¥ORi3HEEr 
For  Projects  Sohmitted  for  the  Nine-year  Prograsi 
of  ISC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Eaergency  Expansion  Par  a transit  Van 

3.  PROJECT  DESCKimoH:  Purzha^e  of  one  paratrensit  van  and  related  equipment 
Including  vheelchair  lifts,  air  conditianing,  and  two-vay  radios  for  needed 
expansion  of  services  to  neet  patron  demand  and  the  Americans  vith 
Disabilities  Act  C^DA;  requirements. 

4.  PSflJECr  CLASS:  Nev/used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SET?  PAitT!  SEFERESCE:  HI -18  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6-  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FDKDIKG:  $48,134  SOURCE:  ADA  Earmark 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  HATCH  ( '.01):  $5,348  SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $53,482 

9.  PRIOR  DMTA  FINDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCHM01T  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771. 117(c) (17) . 

CBQA  STATUS:  16  Cal.  Admin.  Cede,  Section  L5302. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  ¥ITE  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PAETICIPATICHJ  HEODIREIIENTS 
(CIRCULAP.  7005,1): 

a.  Vas  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  developirent  of  this  project  as 
get  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yea:  SETP  Page  Reference 

b.  Vere  the  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  othervise  provide  all  cr  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No.  les:  SRT?  Pa^=  Reference 

(If  yes,  hov  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  icpedlnents  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

' No.  Yos;  SRTP  Pag-?  F.Qfsronco 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference  ) 
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d.  MiVB  you  received  any  fomal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Tes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yas,  hov  have  the  complaintc  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADCmONAL  PLANNDJG  JUSTOTCAIION 

CCCTA  officially  aaaumed  respor.sibilit>'  for  paratmesit  eervices  vlthin  its 
service  area  effective  January  1,  1950-  As  part  of  the  task  of  assuming 
complete  responsibility  for  paratraasit  services  in  central  Contra  Costa 
County,  CCCTA  conducted  an  assessment  of  the  existing  level  cf  paratransit 
services  In  cer. trail  county  as  veil  as  existing  deraanc.  In  addition,  CCCTA 
has  completed  an  updated  1993  Americans  7ith  Disabilities  Act  of  1990 
(ADA)  Conpilance  Plan  outlining  future  paratransit  demand  and  detailing  a 
plan  of  action  to  efficiently  and  effectively  meet  that  demand. 

As  docu/ront«d  in  both  the  CCCTA  ADA  Paratransit  Compliance  Plan  update  for 
1993  and  the  1992  CCCTA  SRT?  update,  planning  for  future  paratransit 
cervices  in  central  Contra  Costa.  County  shov  that  an  expansion  of  services 
vill  be  imperative  in  order  to  naet  future  service  demand  vith  any  kind  of 
consistency,  reliability,  and  effectiveness.  Curxontly,  paxatransit  service 
cannot  keep  up  vith  the  existing  demand.  This  vill  only  ba  exacerbated  if 
service  is  not  steadily  increased  over  time.  If  CCCTA  is  to  incraase 
paratransit  service,  it  is  imperative  that  CCCTA  be  able  to  inersaee  the 
number  of  revenue  vehicles  available  to  provide  paratransit  services. 

Vlthstandlng  the  Increasing  demand  for  paratransit  services  in  Central 
County,  CCCTA  vill  have  to  significantly  increase  paratremsir  services  in 
order  to  be  In  cozpllance  vith  the  recently  passed  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  cf  1990  (ADA).  The  guidelines  require  a reasonable  level 
of  acuity  betveen  fixed-route  services  end  paratransit  services  offered  by 
individual  operators.  Ibis  means  that  ccCTA  will  have  to  Increase  Its  level 
of  pararrinsit  services  in  order  to  be  in  reasonable  balance  vith  CCCTA' S 
fixed-route  level  of  service.  To  provide  this  increase  in  paratransit 
cervices  vill  require  an  increase  in  revenue  vehicles  available  to  provide 
paratransit  services.  Again,  this  is  documented  in  the  1993  (XCTA  ADA 
Pnratreneic  Coopliance  Plan  update. 

Funding  to  operate  the  eddition&I  service  that  this  expansion  van  vill 
support  vill  come  from  operating  reserves  that  are  tc  be  used  exclusively 
for  ADA  paratransit  service-  These  reserves  hav-  been  building  up  to  be 
used  to  support  expanded  ADA  paratransit  service  once  additional  vehicles 
needed  to  deliver  the  e.tpanded  service  vere  acquired.  This  is  discussed  in 
greater  detail  in  the  1993  CCCTA  ADA  Paratransit  Compliance  Plan. 

By  providing  additional  paratransit  services.  C^CTA  vill  be  able  to  meet 
its  comaitment  tovaid  implementing  its  ADA  related  policies  as  outlined  in 
tbs  CCCTa  ADA  Paratransit  Corcpliance  Plan  update. 


FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 

OPERATOR:  Livermore/Amador  Valley  Transit  Authority 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Acquire  Paratransit  Dispatching  Hardware/Software 

47.250 

5.250 

52.500 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 

47,250 

5,250 

52,500 

Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet; 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  FY  1994 
on  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Livermore /Amador  Valley  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Computer  Hardware/ Software  for  ADA 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Acquire  Paratransit  Dispatching 

Hardware/ Software  to  meet  ADA  Requirements 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  13  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-2  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $47,^250  SOURCE:  UMTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 10J%)  : $ 5,250  SOURCE:  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 52,500 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal. Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy: 

No.  X Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  name  project?: 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  Private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


I 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 
Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

■IlavtA's  Paratransit  Service  Plan,  which  responds  to  the  requirements  of 
"the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  calls  for  the  acquisition  of 
computer  hardware  and  software  designed  to  improve  efficiency  and 
■effectiveness  of  the  scheduling  and  dispatch  functions.  LA VTA  will 
•purchase  hardware  and  software  for  both  its  own  system,  and  for  the 
Pleasanton  system.  This  joint  purchase  will  result  in  consistency 

■between  the  programs,  and  the  ability  to  share  information  and 
management  reports. 

I In  pY  1993^  LAVTA  has  earmarked  $20,000  in  STA  funds  to 

carry  out  a ’study  to  determine  what  specifications  are  required  and 
which  software  program  best  meets  the  requirements.  The  actual 
purchase  will  be  based  on  the  results  of  this  study. 


FTA  SECTION  3 - BL'S  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 

OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Seattle  Trolley  Coach  Lease  Program 

431.017 

47.891 

478.908 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

431,017 

47,891 

478,908 
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CAPITAL  PRIORITIES  FY94 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 


OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

PROJECT  NAME:  Seattle  Trolley  Coach  Lease  Program 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  involves  leasing  trolley  coaches  from 

Seattle  to  provide  accessible  trolley  service  on  the  31”BALB0A  line. 


(1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 


PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE 

$431,017 

SO 

$47,891 

$478,908 

$0 


11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 

Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771-H7(c) (l4) . CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical 

Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15301 (d) 15- 

12.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  Only 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 

set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  YES.  SRTP  Page  Ref. . 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 

or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project?  NO.  SRTP 
Page  Reference . 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 

named  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project?  NO.  SRTP  Page  Reference  . 

13.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


Overhead  trolley  wire  construction  was  completed  in  1992,  to  accommodate  the 
conversion  of  the  31”BALB0A  line  from  motor  coach  to  trolley  coach  service. 
Motor  coaches  used  on  the  31“line  are  wheelchair  accessible.  However,  MUNI 
has  no  accessible  trolley  coaches  at  this  time.  Agreement  had  been  reached 
with  the  MUNI  Railway  Accessibility  Advisory  Committee  when  the  31“Project 
began  in  1989.  to  run  the  31~line  with  non-accessible  trolley  coaches,  the 
rationale  being  that  the  accessible  motor  coaches  from  the  31~line  could  be 
used  to  replace  non-accessible  motor  coaches  on  other  lines,  thus  keeping 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
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the  accessibility  of  the  system  as  a whole  constant. 

However,  following  the  passage  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  in 
1991.  new  leadership  emerged  within  the  Accessibility  Advisory  Committee, 
resulting  in  general  opposition  to  operating  the  31"BALB0A  with  non- 
accessible  coaches.  Although  not  a requirement  of  ADA,  MUNI  management 
agreed  to  operate  the  31*line  with  accessible  coaches  only.  The  result  is 
that  the  31"line  has  continued  to  operate  as  a motor  coach  line. 

MUNI  is  in  the  process  of  procuring  accessible  standard  trolley  coaches, 
which  will  arrive  in  1996.  In  order  to  start  trolley  operation  on  the  31“ 
line  earlier  than  that,  MUNI  has  pursued  leasing  accessible  trolley 
coaches.  Seattle  has  I8  accessible  trolley  coaches  it  is  willing  to  lease 

to  MUNI,  with  five  being  returned  in  the  second  year  and  the  other  I3 
returned  in  the  third  year,  when  MUNI's  own  accessible  standard  trolley 
coaches  will  have  arrived.  Minor  modifications  to  the  Seattle  coaches  will 
need  to  be  made  when  they  arrive  (adding  MUNI  fareboxes,  radios,  etc.). 
Restoration  work  will  be  needed  when  they  are  returned  to  Seattle. 

PROJECT  STATUS  AS  OF  07/01/93 

Lease  charges  have  been  negotiated,  and  shipping  and  modification  costs  have 
been  determined. 


PROJECT  COST  ESTIMATE 


Capital:  Lease 

costs  are  $l4l 

per  month  per  coach. 

Round-trip  shipping 

costs,  based  on  a 

quote  given  to 

Seattle,  are 

estimated 

at  $5,000  per  coach. 

Year  1 

Year  2 

Year  3 

Totals 

Shipping 

$45,000 

$12,500 

$32,500 

$90,000 

Modifications 

216,000 

216.000 

Restoration 

0 

25.000 

65.000 

90.000 

Lease 

30,456 

30.456 

21.996 

82.908 

TOTALS 

$291,456 

$67,956 

$119,496 

$478,908 

Operating;  Variable  operating  costs  for  trolley  coaches  are  $5.22  per  hour 
less  than  for  motor  coaches  (FY  1992/93).  The  3I-BALBOA  line  operates  about 
56,197  hours  per  year.  Thus,  operating  cost  savings  would  be  about  $293,348 
per  year  if  the  31“line  were  operated  with  trolley  coaches. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 

BEGIN 

COMPLETE 

1 . Ship  18  coaches 

10/1/93 

10/15/93 

2.  Modify  I8  coaches 

10/1/93 

10/31/93 

3.  Restore  & return  5 coaches 

09/1/95 

09/15/95 

4.  Restore  L return  13  coaches 

09/1/96 

09/30/96 

CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
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SEATTLE  TROLLEY  COACH  LEASE  PROGRAM 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 


FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 

OPERA  TOR:  Sam  Trans 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Expansion  Paratransit  Vehicles 

2,214,299 

246,033 

2,460,332 

Paratransii  Computer 

94,500 

10,500 

105,000 

ADA  Bus  Slop  Accessibility 

927.000 

103.000 

L030.Q00 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet; 

3,235,799 

359,533 

3,595,332 
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PROJECT  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  For  FY  93/94 
MTC  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPEIiATOR:  SaniTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion  Paratransit  Vehicles 

3-  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION I Purchase  of  28  expansion  coaches  in 
FY  93/94 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  Now  or  Used  Vehiclee 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  IT1--33  TIP  PACE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAI.  FUNDING;  $2,214,299  SOURCE:  FTA 

Section  3 Bue 

7.  proposed  local  match  (10%);  $246,033  SOURCE:  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,460,332 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS; 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771. 117 (C) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Adtr.in,  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) I 

a.  was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  or 
this  pro;3ect  as  set  rorth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

NO.  X Yes;  SKIP  Page  Reference 

h.  were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 

operate,  constinict^  cr  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  aJx)ve  named  project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  irapediments  affecting  your  ability  to 
contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X Ho.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?) 
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Sass  Trane 

Expansion  Paratransit  Vehicles 
Page  2 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the 
private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JU3TIPICATI0N 

The  District's  paratransit  van  program  is  based  upon  the  FTA 

established  4-year/ loc , oco  mile  criteria. 

This  project  will  enable  the  District  to  continue  to 
naintaln  a safe  and  reliable  fleet  and  contain  its 
maintenance  costs. 

The  planned  expansion  vehicles  are  programmed  to  Keep  pace 
with  planned  increases  in  hours  of  service,  as  defined  in 
the  ADA  Plan  and  regulations. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Project:  Expansion  ParairansU  Vehicles 
Opwator:  SM 
Page:  3 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 


IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  96/97 

FY  01/02 

SCHEDLUE 

Q1  Q2  Q3  04 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1: Write  Specs 

X 

TASK  2;lssus  Bid 
Documeait 

X 

TASK  3:  Award  of 
Bid 

X 

1 

TASK  4:  V^ide  in 
Service 

X 

X 

O:  Qearances  and  Approvals: 


1 EXPENDITURE 
j PLAN 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

¥Y  95/96 

FY  97/98 

FTA  Sec9 

FTA  Sec  3 

$2,214,299 

Other  FED 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Rail  Bonds 

PCL  Bonds 

Other  State 

STA* 

$246,033 

Local  Fundfi 

1 Source: 

Sales  Tax 

II  TOTAL  FUNDS 

$2,460,332 

Samlrans  will  use  availabi 

e revenue-based  5B  3 STA  tunas  for  match 

plus  local  sales  lax  for  the  balance  required. 
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PROJECT  WORKSHEET 
for  Projects  for  fY  93/94- 
MTC  Transit  Cap/taf  Prforft/es 


1.  OPERATOR;  SamTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  Paratransit  Computer 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  Paratransit  Computer  in  FY 
93/94 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (11)  Revenue  Vehicles  Movement  Control, 

5.  SRTP  PACE  REFERENCE:  III-34  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE; 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $94,500  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  3 

Bus 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%) : $10,500  SOURCE:  STA 

6.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $105,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  Non© 

10.  EN\'IRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(1) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin,  CcxJo,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) ; 

a.  Wao  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  aa  aet  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

h.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 

operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  cr  part  of 
the  above  naaied  project? 

A Nc.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to 
contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of 
these  impediments?) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the 
private  sector  regarding  this  project? 
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SamTrane 

Par&tr&nsit  Computer 
Page  2 

X WO.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  now  the  cowplaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PXANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Purchase  of  computer  system  capable  of  handling  the  record 
keeping  and  scheduling  needs  of  a greatly  expanded  service 
as  defined  in  the  ada  plan. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDLT^E  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Project:  Paratransit  Computer 
Operator:  SM 
Page:  3 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 


[ IMPLEKfENTATION 

FY  93/94 

FT  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  97/95 

1 SCHEDULE 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4 

H TASK  l:Write  Specs 

X 

TASK  2: Issue  Bid 
Document 

X 

T.ASK  3:  Award  of  Bid 

X 

TASK  4;  S>'stem  in 
Service 

X 

X 

O:  CleamnoM  and  Approvals 


EXPE.VDmjRE  PLAN 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  97/98 

FTA  Sec  9 

FTA  Sec  3 

$94,500 

Other  FED 

Slate  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Rad  Bonds 

l|  PCL  Bonds 

^ Other  State 

STa* 

$10,500 

Local  Funds 

Source: 

Sales  Tax 

1 TOTAL  FUNDS 

$105,000 

“ SaniTrar..^  ■j^UI  u$c  avallahlc  rrveirac-based  SB  3 STA  funds  for  Xiaich  plus  local  sales  tax  for  ±e  balance  required. 


- 221  - 


PROJECT  WORKSHEET 
For  Projocts  For  FY  93/94- 
MTC  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR;  SamTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Bus  Stop  Accessibility 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construction  of  ABA  Accessible  Bus 

Stops 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations  and  Bus  Stops 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-34  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING;  $927,000  SOURCE:  FTA  Section 

3 Bus 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $103,000  SOURCE;  STA 

S.  TOT'AL  PROJECT  COST;  $1,030,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  STATUS; 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(C)(1) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  AI."NUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY)  ; 

a.  Was  th©  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,-  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  5RTF  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to 
contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X NO.  Yes:  SRTP  page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  ycu  taKen  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 

these  impediments?) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the 
private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X Nc.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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(If  how  tho  ooxnplainte  bean  addreeeed?  Reference  ) 

ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


SainTrans 
ADA  Bus  Stops 

P^«2 


12. 


Diotriot  will  oonotruct  approximately  35  key  accoscible  bus 
stops  within  Sen  Mateo  County  that  will  moot  or  exceed 
otendords  outlined  in  the  Americans  with  Dicabilities  Act  of 
1990. 

The  cost  of  the  project  includes  preliminary  engineering  ae 
well  as  actual  improvements,  including  the  addition  of 
concrete  bus  stop  pads,  bus  shelter  pads,  curbs,  gutters  and 
sidewalk  and  wheelchair  ramps  at  new  and  existing  bus  stops. 
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IBIPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Project:  ADA  Bus  Stops 
Operator ; 8M 
Page : 3 


Initial  Clearances  Required; 


IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  96/97 

SCHEDULE 

Q1  Q2  03  04 

Qi  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Ql  Q2  03  Q4 

Ql  Q2  03  Q4 

TASK  l:Write  Specs 

X 

TASK  2:lssue  Bid 
Document 

X 

TASK  3;  Award  of  Bid 

X 

TASK  4:  In  Service 

X 

X 

O:  aearance<i  aad  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  96/97 

FTA  Sec  9 

$927,000 

FTA  Sec  3 

Other  FED 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Rail  Bonds 

PCL  Bonds 

Other  State 

STA* 

S103,000 

Local  Funds 

Source; 

Sales  Tax 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$1,030,000 

* SarnTrans  will  ui«  available  reven«e-base<J  SB  3 STA  funds  tbr  match  plus  local  sales  tax  for  the  balance  required. 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 


Section  3 

Proposed 

FY  94  POP 
Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Protect  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

ADA  Bus  Slop  Improvements 

900,000 

100,000 

1,000,000 

ADA  Sign  Replacement 

225,000 

25,000 

250,000 

ADA  Parairansit  Vans 

900.000 

100.000 

1.000.000 

2,025,000 

225,000 

2,250,000 

Regional  ADA  Eligib.  DB  for  the  MTC  Region 

335,700 

37,300 

373,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

For  Projects  Submitted  to  MTC  for 
FY  94  Section  3 ADA 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

ADA  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Construct  passenger  waiting  pads  and 
other  improvments  required  to  make 
bus  stops  accessible. 

21.  Accessibility 

Page  63  TIP  Page  Reference: 

$900,000  SOURCE:  Sec  3 Bus 

$100,000  SOURCE:  Sales  Tax 

$1,000,000 

none 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Adm  Code,  Sec  15300 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(Annual  Element  Projects  Only) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project,  as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  yes,  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  yes,  how  were  the  complaints  addressed?  Reference  
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PROJECT; 
OPERATOR; 
Date : 


ADA  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

February  3,  1993 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  requires  that  bus  stops  be 
accessible  to  disabled  persons.  For  example,  waiting  pads  should  be 
paved  so  that  they  remain  usable  to  wheelchair  users,  even  in  wet 
weather.  In  order  to  assure  accessibility,  the  SCCTD  has  begun  a 
program  to  construct  passenger  waiting  pads  and  other  minor  access 
improvements.  However,  over  1,200  bus  stops  have  been  identified  as 
having  access  problems,  while  the  rate  of  improvement  is  limited  by 
available  funding. 

The  District  plans  a multi-year  program  to  improve  stops  to  ADA 
standards.  The  proposed  project  will  provide  for  accessibility 
improvements  to  approximately  one  fourth  of  substandard  bus  stops, 
including  high  priority  stops  identified  through  cooperation  with  the 
Santa  Clara  County  Ad  Hoc  Committee  for  Mobility  Impaired.  The  SCCTD 
previously  sought  funding  for  this  program  in  FY  93. 

Improvement  of  bus  stops,  thereby  making  them  accessible  to  wheelchair 
patrons  and  others  with  disabilities,  will  benefit  transit  operations 
by  improving  the  efficiency  of  boardings  by  disabled  patrons  and  by 
reducing  the  District's  obligation  for  ADA  paratransit  trips. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


PROJECT: 

OPERATOR: 

Date: 


ADA  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

July  23,  1993 


Initial  clearances  required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  ”o") 


Implementation 

Schedule 

FY  93-94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Task  1: 

Design  & 
Construct  Impts 

XXXXXXXXXXX 

Task  2: 

Task  3: 

Task  4: 

Expenditure  Plan 

FY  93-94 

FY  94-95 

FY  95-96 

FY  96-97 

FTA  Section  9 

FTA  Section  3 

$900,000 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal 

State  TSM 

Prop  108  Bonds 

Prop  116  Bonds 

FCR 

State/Lcl  Prtnr 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

STA  (Op) 

STA  (Reg) 

Other  State 

Local  (specify): 
Sales  Tax 

$100,000 

Total 

Expenditures 

$1,000,000 

0 

0 

0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  to  MTC  for 
FY  94  Section  3 ADA 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : 

5.  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

ADA  Sign  Replacement 

Fabricate  and  install  approximately 
4,700  replacement  bus  stop  signs  to 
meet  ADA  requirments. 

21.  Accessibility 

Page  63  TIP  Page  Reference: 

$225,000  SOURCE:  Sec  3 Bus 

$25,000  SOURCE:  Sales  tax 

$250,000 
none 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Adm  Code,  Sec  15300 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(Annual  Element  Projects  Only) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project,  as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  yes,  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  yes,  how  were  the  complaints  addressed?  Reference  


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

ADA  guidelines  require  three  inch  letters  for  displaying  certain 
information.  This  project  will  replace  approximately  4,700  bus 
stop  signs  throughout  the  SCCTD's  service  area. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


PROJECT:  ADA  Sign  Replacement 

OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

Date:  July  23,  1993 

Initial  clearances  required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o”) 


Implementation 

Schedule 

FY  93-94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Task  1: 
Develop  Specs 

X 

Task  2: 

Advertise/Award 

X 

Task  3: 

Fabricate/Install 

XXXX 

Task  4: 

Expenditure  Plan 

FY  93-94 

FY  94-95 

FY  95-96 

FY  96-97 

FTA  Section  9 

FTA  Section  3 

$225,000 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal 

State  TSM 

Prop  108  Bonds 

Prop  116  Bonds 

FCR 

State/Lcl  Prtnr 

State  TPM) 

Article  XIX 

STA  (Op) 

STA  (Reg) 

Other  State 

Local  (specify): 
Sales  Tax 

$25,000 

Total 

Expenditures 

$250,000 

0 

0 

0 
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PRCXTECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  to  MTC  for 
FY  94  Section  3 ADA 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : 

5.  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

ADA  Paratransit  Vans 

Purchase  20  accessible  vans  for  use 
in  SCCTD's  ADA  Paratransit  program. 

1.  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

page  63  TIP  Page  Reference: 

$900,000  SOURCE:  Sec  3 Bus 

$100,000  SOURCE:  Sales  Tax 

$1,000,000 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Adm  Code,  Sec  15300 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(Annual  Element  Projects  Only) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project,  as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  _X_  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  yes,  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

_X_  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  yes,  how  were  the  complaints  addressed?  Reference  


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Purchase  of  paratransit  vans  will  support  the  delivery  of  ADA 
paratransit  service  as  described  in  the  SCCTD's  ADA  Paratransit  Plan. 
Use  of  federal  funds  for  buying  vehicles  will  preserve  local  funds  for 
support  of  transit  operations  and  other  capital  project.  Purchase  of 
vans  was  previously  submitted  as  part  of  the  FY  93  Capital  Priorities. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


PROJECT: 

OPERATOR: 

Date: 

Initial  clearances  required: 
(Further  clearances  marked  below 


ADA  Paratransit  Vans 

Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

July  23,  1993 


with  "o") 


Implementation 

Schedule 

FY  93-94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Task  1: 
Develop  Specs 

X 

Task  2: 

Advertise/Award 

X 

Task  3: 
Construction 

X 

Task  4: 

Delivery/Accept 

X 

Expenditure  Plan 

FY  93-94 

FY  94-95 

FY  95-96 

FY  96-97 

FTA  Section  9 

FTA  Section  3 

900,000 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal 

State  TSM 

Prop  108  Bonds 

Prop  116  Bonds 

FCR 

State/Lcl  Prtnr 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

STA  (Op) 

STA  (Reg) 

Other  State 

Local  (specify): 
Sales  Tax 

100,000 

Total 

Expenditures 

1,000,000 

0 

0 

0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  SCCTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  REGIONAL  ELIGIBILITY  DATABASE  COMPUTER 

PURCHASE  PROJECT 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  project  will  design,  develop,  test, 

install  and  maintain  for  a one-year  period  a 
database  to  be  used  by  all  regional  operators 
to  verify  ADA  eligibility  for  persons 
reguesting  ADA  paratransit  services. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Section  3 Bus/Discretionary  (Paratransit) 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  This  project  is  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

part  of  the  regional 
eligibility  process 
and  is  reflected  in  all 
Operators'  ADA  Plan  updates. 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %) : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%) : 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


$335,700  SOURCE: 
SOURCE : 
$37,300  SOURCE: 
$373,000 


Section  3 Bus 


STA 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 
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c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Design  and  development  of  the  ADA  Regional  Eligibility  Database  is 
being  undertaken  by  a separate  project  which  will  develop  specifications 
for  the  hardware  and  software  needed  to  operate  the  regional  eligibility 
database.  The  current  project  will  provide  funding  for  the  purchase  of 
the  computer  equipment  and  software  needed  to  install  the  database 
system. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  ADA  REGIONAL  ELIGIBILITY  DATABASE  COMPUTER  PURCHASE 

PROJECT 

Operator;  SCCTD 
Date:  7/23/93 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 


FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 


I I I I I 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  94 

1 

FY 

1 

FY 

1 

FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

335,700 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 

37,300 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

373,000 

1 

. 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I t “I  " I I 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Fairfield/Suisun  Transit 


Project  Component 

Install  Handicapped  Ramps 

Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Replace  Paratransit  Vehicle 

TDD  Phone/Bus  Hailing  Cards 

Expansion  Minivans  for  County  wide  ADA  Service 

Computerized  Dispatch/Scheduling  System 

Expansion  Paratransit  Bus 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 


Section  3 

Proposed 

FY  94  POP 
Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

180,000 

20,000 

200,000 

45,000 

5,000 

50,000 

63,000 

7,000 

70,000 

5,400 

600 

6,000 

67,500 

7,500 

75,000 

27,000 

3,000 

30,000 

65.563 

7.285 

72.848 

453,463 

50,385 

503,848 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion  Paratransit  Bus 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Expansion  Paratransit  Bus 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13  (Draft  FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

S-  13  SRTP) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 65.5^3-  fTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (NA)  $ 7 . 285 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 72  348 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federa 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 


■ 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

p 

1 


NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.17 


1.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1): 

Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit,  along  with  several  other  operators  in  Solano 
County,  has  developed  a joint  ADA  plan.  The  plan  indicates  that  a 
significant  expansion  (double  the  current  program)  of  the  local  ADA 
paratransit  service  will  occur  over  the  next  five  years.  To  accommodate 
this  increase  at  least  one  additional  vehicle  will  be  needed  for  the  ADA 
service. 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replace  Paratransit  Vehicle 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  Paratransit  Vehicle 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13  (Draft  FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

S-  13  SRTP) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 63 . 000  FTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (NA)  $ 7 . 000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 70.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 
NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.17 

1.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1) : 

Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  currently  operates  5 paratransit  vehicles  for  the 
required  ADA  program.  The  oldest  of  these  is  a rehabilitated  1983  Wide  One 
which  has  exceeded  its  expected  life  (FTA  Circular  9030. lA)  by  7 years. 
This  has  been  reflected  in  the  maintenance  cost/mile  ($0.91)  versus  the 
newer  ($0.20)  paratransit  vehicles. 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Install  Handicapped  Ramps 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Install  Handicapped  Ramps 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13  (Draft  FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

S-  13  SRTP) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 180 . 000  FTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (NA)  $ 20.000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 200.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 
NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.15 


1.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1) : 

Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 


a . 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  thi 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 


No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

With  the  passage  of  the  ADA  a number  of  issues  have  developed  related  to 
the  provision  of  adequate  access  to  bus  stops.  Throughout  the 
Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  service  area  there  are  a number  of  stops  that 
remain  inaccessible  to  wheelchairbound  persons  due  to  the  curb  height.  The 
installation  of  handicapped  ramps  at  these  locations  would  eliminate  these 
environmental  barriers,  and  allow  ADA  eligible  persons  better  access  to  the 
fixed  route  service.  This  would  bring  the  service  closer  to  the 
"comparable"  intent  of  the  ADA  and  reduce  the  demand  on  the  existing  ADA 
paratransit  service  program. 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR;  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 


5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

S-13 

(Draft 

FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

S-  13 

SRTP) 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 

45 

, 000 

FTA  Section  3 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH; 

(NA) 

$ 

5 

. 000 

8 . 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$ 

50 

. 000 

9. 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING; 

$ 

. 

0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.15 

1.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1) ; 

Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

With  the  passage  of  the  ADA  a number  of  issues  have  developed  related  to 
the  provision  of  adequate  bus  stop  amenities.  One  of  the  criteria  used  to 
evaluate  whether  a person  is  "ADA  eligible"  is  their  interaction  with  the 
environment.  Persons  not  able  to  stand  for  long  periods  of  time  or  be 
exposed  to  heat  and/or  direct  sunlight,  while  waiting  at  a bus  stop,  are 
determined  to  be  ADA  eligible.  The  installation  of  a number  of  new  bus 
shelters  throughout  the  fixed  route  service  area  would  eliminate  these 
environmental  constraints.  This  would  bring  the  service  closer  to  the 
"comparable"  intent  of  the  ADA  and  reduce  the  demand  on  the  existing  ADA 
paratransit  service  program. 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Fairfield / Suisun  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  TDD  Phone/Bus  Hailing  Cards 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  TDD  Phone/Bus  Hailing  Cards 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13 


(Draft  FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
S-  13  SRTP) 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (NA) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


5 .400  FTA  Section  3 
600 


-0- 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federa 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 


NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.1 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAlB 
7005.1):  ^ 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  thisJ| 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 


No 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


I 


b. 


Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  namec^ 


project? 

X No 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the' 
above  named  project? 


I 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


I 


I 

I 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit,  along  with  several  other  operators  in  Solano 
County,  has  developed  a joint  ADA  plan.  Two  of  the  target  ADA  markets  we 
would  like  to  improve  access  to  are  the  deaf  and  blind.  The  system  does 
not  have  a TDD  phone  and  must  rely  upon  the  local  phone  company  TDD 
operator  when  communicating  with  the  deaf.  Acquiring  a TDD  phone  for  the 
dispatch  office  would  eliminate  this  problem  and  allow  the  dispatcher  to 
communicate  directly  with  the  caller. 

Although  the  number  of  blind  passengers  residing  within  the  local  service 
area  is  limited,  the  total  number  in  the  county  is  significant.  Because 
all  operators  in  Solano  County  now  use  a number  system  as  opposed  to  a 
letter  system  for  route  designations,  a common  bus  hailing  card  could  be 
used  throughout  the  county. 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Expansion  Minivans  for  Countywide  ADA  Service 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Expansion  Minivans  for  Countwide  ADA  Service 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 


I 

i 

i 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13 


(Draft  FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
S-13  SRTP) 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (NA) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


FTA  Section  3 


7.500 


75.000 


-0- 


« 

I 

i 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federa^ 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 


NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.17 


i 

p 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAlU 
7005.1):  ■ 
Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  thi 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


i 

P 


b. 


Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  namet 
project? 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 


P 

P 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit,  along  with  several  other  operators  in  Solano 
County,  has  developed  a joint  ADA  plan.  As  part  of  the  plan  we  have 
identified  the  need  to  provide  more  out-of -county  ADA  service  trips.  To 
do  this,  however,  will  require  additional  vehicles.  Purchasing  the 
minivans  will  allow  the  countywide  ADA  service  to  retain  its  larger  cut- 
away vehicles  in  the  county,  while  at  the  same  time  providing  service  to 
ADA  eligible  persons  who  have  trip  needs  that  extend  beyond  county  limits. 
Typically  these  trips  are  for  one  or  two  passengers  and  do  not  require  the 
larger  van  or  bus. 
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DATE:  April  1,  1993 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  ' 

OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Fairf ield /Suisun  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Computerized  Disoatch/Schedulinq  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Computerized  Dispatch/Schedulinq  System 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NA 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  S-13  (Draft  FY  93-94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

S-  13  SRTP) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 27 . 000  FTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (NA)  $ 3 , 000 , 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 30.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

Codes)  ' 

CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 

NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.19 

1.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1) : 

Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 

project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named' 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit,  along  with  several  other  operators  in  Solano 
County,  has  developed  a joint  ADA  plan.  The  plan  indicates  that  a 
significant  expansion  (double  the  current  program)  of  the  local  ADA 
paratransit  service  will  occur  over  the  next  five  years.  To  improve  our 
ability  to  schedule  trips,  track  eligible  ADA  participants  and  maximize  our 
resources,  the  system  will  need  to  become  more  automated.  A computerized 
dispatching  and  scheduling  system  will  allow  us  to  better  meet  these 
demands . 


-250- 


FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FYI994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

PrQjgct  Compongnt 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

ADA  Transit  Facilities  Improvement 

331,740 

36,860 

368,600 

ADA  Bus  Stop  Improvement 

225,000 

25,000 

250,000 

ADA  Paratransit  Vans 

433.204 

48.134 

481.338 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

989,944 

109,994 

1,099,938 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1993/94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Paratransit  Vans 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  3 lift  equipped  paratransit  vans  in  FY 

93/94  to  provide  additional  intercounty  service,  and  purchase  6 vans  in 
FY  1993/94  to  provide  additional  local  Marin  County  service  in 
accordance  with  the  GGBHTD/MCTD  joint  paratransit  plan  required  by  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA) . 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  or  used  revenue  vehicle 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  106  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  none 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING  (90%) : $433,204  SOURCE:  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%) : $48,134  SOURCE:  STA  (pop  based) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $481,338  in  FY  93/94 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (CE) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.115(b)  #20 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal .Admin. Code,  Article  19,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  pd. 32 . 33 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
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impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

As  referenced  in  the  ADA  Joint  Paratransit  Plan  for  the  GGBHTD 
(intercounty  service)  and  Marin  County  Transit  District  (MCTD  - local 
service  in  Marin  County) , 1993  Annual  Update,  nine  additional  vehicles 
will  be  required  to  implement  expanded  paratransit  service  levels  to 
meet  ADA  requirements.  FTA  Section  3 bus  funds  are  proposed  to  be 
earmarked  for  ADA  mandated  complementary  paratransit  service.  The  Joint 
Paratransit  Plan  with  operating  and  capital  improvement  components, 
including  the  additional  vans,  was  adopted  in  July  1992  and  updated  in 
January  1993. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  February  22,  1993 
Project:  ADA  Paratransit  Vans 

Operator:  GGBHTD 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  None 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 

FY  94  FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

Q4  I 

FY 

Q1 

96 

Q2  Q3 

1 

Q4  j 

FY 
Q1  ' 

97 

Q2  Q3 

Q4  j 

TASK  1:  Grant 
Approval 

0 

1 

1 

1 

._-l. 

1 

1 

.__L 

TASK  2:  Bid 
Specs 

* 

1 .. 

1 

1 

...I. 

1 

1 

.-_l. 

TASK  3:  Bid 
& Award 

* 

1 

1 

1 

. 1. 

1 

1 

.-_l. 

TASK  4: 
Delivery 

1 

* * * 

1 

* 

1 

1 

_ 1. 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 

0:  Clearances  , 

1 1 

1 

and  Approvals 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE  | 
PLAN  (000$): 

i 

FY  94  FY  95 

1 

1 

. 1. 

FY 

96 

1 

1 

FY 

97 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OP 


$433,204 


$ 48,134 
$481,338 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


- 254  - 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  the  1993/94  Fiscal  Year 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  bus  stop  accessibility 

improvements  at  various  bus  stops  in  Marin  County. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pp.47,98  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  none 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $225,000  SOURCE:  FTA  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%) : $25,000  SOURCE:  STA  (pop  based) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $250,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (CE) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.115(b)  #10 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code , Article  19,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dp . 3 2 . 3 3 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
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sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  would  construct  ADA  accessibility  improvements  at  GGT 
bus  stops  in  Marin  County.  The  District  has  completed  an 
evaluation  of  the  accessibility  of  all  GGT  bus  stops  as  related  to 
persons  with  disabilities.  A program  of  improvements  has  been 
prepared  to  remove  physical  constraints  or  features  that  limit 
access  to  bus  stops.  Curb  cuts,  ramps,  boarding  pads,  and  related 
bus  stop  access  improvements  at  about  one  hundred  bus  stops 
identified  in  a recent  bus  stop  accessibility  field  survey  will 
facilitate  use  of  fixed  route  public  transit  services  by  persons 
with  disabilities  and  reduce  the  demand  (and  resulting  expense)  for 
complementary  paratransit  services. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  February  22,  1993 
Project:  ADA  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Operator:  GGBHTD  Initial  Clearances  Required:  none 

1 1 1 1 _ 1 _ 

IMPLEMENTATION 

“ 1 ,1  , ' 

1 FY  94  j FY  95  | FY  96 

[ ' FY  97 

SCHEDULE: 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 j Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4|  Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4  j 

TASK  1: Grant 

0 

1 

Approval 

1 1 1 
1 1.  _ - 1 - 

1 

1 

TASK  2: Design 

* * * 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  3: 

1 1 1 
1 1 

1 

1 

Neg.  Dec. 

0 

1 

1 

TASK  4: 

1 1 1 
1 1 1 

1 

Permits 

0 

1 

1 

TASK  5:  Bid 

* 0 

1 

1 

& Award 

1 1 1 
1 1 1 

1 

1 

TASK  6: 

1 1 1 
1 1 1 

1 

1 

Construct 

* * 

1 

1 

1 

0:  Clearances 

and  Approvals 

1 1 1 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE 

1 1 1 
1 1 

1 

1 

1 

PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  94  FY  95  FY  96 

FY  97 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OPACITY 


$225,000 


$ 25,000 
$250,000 


TOTAL  FUNDS 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  the  1993/94  Fiscal  Year 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Transit  Facilities  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  transit  facility  accessibility 
improvements  at  bus  and  ferry  terminals  in  Marin,  San  Francisco  and 
Sonoma  counties. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Passenger  Stations,  Operating  Yards,  Passenger 
Parking  Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  p.  48  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  none 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $331,740  SOURCE:  FTA  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%) : $36,860  SOURCE:  STA  (pop  based) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $368,600 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (CE) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.115(b)  #22 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code , Article  19,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dp . 3 2 . 3 3 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  District  has  devloped  a transition  plan  in  accordance  with  the 
Department  of  Justice  Final  Rule,  Title  II  of  the  ADA.  The 

transition  plan  identifies  physical  barriers  that  limit  the 
accessibility  to  the  following  District  public  transit  facilities: 

1.  San  Francisco  Ferry  Terminal; 

2.  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Toll  Plaza  Bus  Stops  (Regional  Transfer 
Point  Location) ; 

3.  Sausalito  Ferry  Landing; 

4 . Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal ; 

5.  San  Rafael  Transit  Center; 

6.  San  Rafael  Bus  Yard  and  Passenger  Terminal;  and 

7.  Santa  Rosa  Bus  Yard  and  Passenger  Terminal. 

This  project  would  construct  improvements  to  remove  these  barriers 
over  a three  year  implementation  period. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  February  22,  1993 

Project:  ADA  Transit  Facilities  Improvements 

Operator:  GGBHTD  Initial  Clearances  Required:  none 

I 1 I I I 


IMPLEMENTATION | 
SCHEDULE: 

' FY  94 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

j ' FY  95 
Q4j  Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4  I 

1 ' FY  96 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4  I 

1 ' FY 
Q1  Q2 

97 

Q3 

Q4  I 

TASK  1: Grant 
Approval 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1 

._-L 

TASK  2: Design 

* 

1 

1 

1 

- L 

1 

1 

._.l. 

TASK  3: 
Neg.  Dec. 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1 

. 1. 

TASK  4:  Bid 
& Award 

* 0 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1 

1. 

TASK  6: 
Construct 

1 

* 

1 

* 

* * * 

1 

* 

* * 

* 

* ! 

1 1 
0:  Clearances 
1 . 1 

1 

and  Approvals 

1 

1 . 

1 . 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$): 

FY 

94 

1 

FY  95 

1 

1 

1. 

FY  96 

1 

i 

._.l. 

FY  97 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  9 1 

FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

$331,740 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OP, CITY 

1 

$ 36,860 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$368,600 

1 

_ 1. 

1 

. -L 

1 

1 

I I 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 

OPERATOR:  Napa 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Announcement  System  for  Sight-impaired  Passengers 
(For  16  buses) 

117.000 

13.000 

130.000 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet; 

117,000 

13,000 

130,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  93-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  CITY  OF  NAPA 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  VOICE  LOOP  SYSTExM 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  PURCHASE  Al^D  INSTALLATION  OF  CLOSED-LOOP 
VOICE  SYSTEM  TO  ANNOUNCE  STOPS  FOR  THE  VISUALLY  IMPAIPJED  AT 
TRANSFER  POINTS  FOR  VINE  AND  NVT  FLEET 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  ENHANCExMENT  (ADA) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  PENDING 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  117,000 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %) : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%):13,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  130,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  N/A 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  PENDING 

SOURCE:  SECTION  3 

SOURCE: 

SOURCE:  TDA 


NEPA  STATUS:  EXEMPT  - 23CFR  PART  771 

CEQA  STATUS:  EXEMPT  - TITLE  14,  CCR  15301,  EXISTING  FACILITIES 


11.  COMPLIAIICE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project: 

Operator: 

Date: 


VOICE  ENHANCEMENT 
CITY  OF  NAPA 
3/17/93 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  93 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  94 


FY 


Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


TASK  1: DEVELOP 
BIDS  & SPECS  1 


TASK  2: 
AWARD  BIDS 


TASK  3 : insTAlL 
& TEST  SYSTEM 


1 

PROJEipT 

COMPLETE 

I 

I 


I I I I I I 


EXPENDITURE 

PLAN  (000$):  FY  93  FY  94 

1 

FY 

1 

FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 

1 

1 117,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

OTHER  FED. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY:  TDA 

1 1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 13,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1 130,000 

1 

_1 

1 

-___l 

I I I " I I 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Santa  Rosa 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Proiect  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Paratransit  Vehicles 

270,000 

30,000 

300,000 

Bus  Stop  Improvements 

36.000 

4.000 

40.000 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

306,000 

34,000 

340,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1993/94 
of  MTC^s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Paratransit  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  six  paratransit  vehicles  (replacement  and  expansion)  for 
the  City's  contracted  ADA  paratransit  service.  Phased  procurement 
handled  in  one  bid  with  delivery  spread  over  1 to  1 1/2  years. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  1993  ADA  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Page  8 TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $270,000  SOURCE:  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH (10%) :$3 0,000  SOURCE:  TDA/STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $300,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  Exempt 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

No.  X Yes:  ADA  Plan  Page  Reference  8 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

Vehicle  procurement  will  be  competitively  bid. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  (If  yes, 

how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  will  assistin  bringing  the  City  into  compliance  with 
ADA.  All  six  vehicles  would  be  handled  in  one  bid  which  will  allow 
the  City  to  realize  cost  savings.  The  actual  delivery  of  the 
vehicles,  however,  would  be  over  an  18-month  timeframe. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  April  12,  1993 

Project:  Paratransit  Vehicles 

Operator:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


I I 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 

FY  1993/94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1994/95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY  1995/96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY  1996/97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1: 

Prepare  Spec's 

1 

X X 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  2: 

Award  Contract 

1 

: 

1 

X X 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  3: 

Veh.  Delivery 

1 

1 

1 

V 

1 

1 

A— • 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 I 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 i 
1 i 1 1 1 1 

I - - - I - - - - I 


0:  Clearances  and  Approvals 


I I I I I 


EXPENDITURE 

PLAN  (000$):  FY 

1 1 

FY  1994/95  FY 

1 

FY 

UMTA  SEC.  9 
UMTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

1 1 

$270,000 
1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
OTHER  STATE 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE: 

1 ! 

$30,000 

1 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$300,000  I 

1 

1 

I ~ I " “ I I I 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1993/94 
of  MTC^s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Installation  of  concrete  pads  for  wheelchair  boarding/alighting  and 
safety  of  bus  passengers  with  mobility  impairments,  improvements  for 
access  to  bus  stops  (sidewalks,  pedestrian  ramps) . Locations 
throughout  Santa  Rosa. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  1992  ADA  Plan  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Page  28  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $36,000  SOURCE:  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH(20%):  $ 4,000  SOURCE:  TDA/STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $40,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  Exempt 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  ADA  Plan  Page  Reference  28 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

No.  X Yes:  ADA  Plan  Page  Reference  28 
(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

Project  will  be  competitively  bid. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  City's  ADA  Plan  identifies  bus  stop  improvements  as  a fixed 
route  recommendation.  Through  a survey  several  existing  bus  stops 
were  identified  as  needing  accessibility  improvements.  This 
project  will  increase  the  percentage  of  accessible  bus  stops  to 
approximately  90  percent  system-wide. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  April  12,  1993 

Project:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Operator:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


1 IMPLEMENTATION 
i SCHEDULE: 

FY  1993/94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1994/951 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4| 
1 

FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

1 

Q4i 
1 . 

FY 

Q1  Q2 

Q3  Q4  | 

1 TASK  1: 
[Coord,  w/prop. 
j owners , 

X X 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

[ TASK  2: 

1 Develop 
1 contract  specs 

X X 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 TASK  3: 
j Construct 
1 pads /ramps 

X 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

X 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 _ 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

0:  Clearances 

1 1 

and  Approvals 

1 1 _ 

1 

j EXPENDITURE 
1 PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  1993/94 

1 

1 

FY  1 

1 _ 

FY 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

FY 

1 UMTA  SEC.  9 
1 UMTA  SEC.  3 
1 OTHER  FED. 

$36,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 STATE  TP&D 
1 ARTICLE  XIX 
1 OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 LOCAL  FUNDS 
1 SOURCE: 

$4,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 TOTAL  FUNDS 

$40,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 _ 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Sonoma 


Project  Component 

Parairansit  Vehicle  Replacement  & Expansion 
Parairansit  Operations  & Maintenance  Facility 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 


Section  3 

Proposed 

FY  94  POP 
Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

135,000 

15,000 

150,000 

810.000 

90.000 

900.000 

945,000 

105,000 

1,050,000 
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Transit  Application 
PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Paratransit  Vehicle  Replacement  and  Expansion 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replacement  of  two  vans  and  expansion  of 
three  vans  to  accommodate  planned  new  services  per  SCT's  ADA 
Compliance  Plan.  All  vehicles  will  be  wheelchair  accessible 
and  in  compliance  with  requirements  of  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New/Replacement  Revenue  Vehicle 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  - Section  7 (FY  94  Plan)  TIP  PAGE  REF: 

- 1993  ADA  Plan  Update 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 135,000  SOURCE:  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 15,000  ' SOURCE:  TDA/STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $150,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  77 1 . 115 (B) ( 2 0 ) Negative  Declaration 
CEQA  STATUS:  Section  15301  Categorical  Exemption 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  for  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  3.28 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Competitive 

Bid  Process 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 

sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


Per  Sonoma  County  Transit's  draft  FY  1994  Short  Range 
Transit  Plan  (SRTP)  and  1993  ADA  Compliance  Plan,  the 
proposed  five  new  paratransit  vehicles  will  be  used  two 
provide  ADA  paratransit  services  provided  within  SCT's 
service  area. 

The  vehicles  purchased  for  the  project  will  enable  county 
paratransit  services  to  be  expanded  during  peak  weekday 
hours.  The  new  vehicles  will  also  enable  SCT's 
paratransit  contractor  (Volunteer  Wheels)  to  retire  two 
aging  vehicles  that  are  near  the  end  of  their  useful  life. 

All  vehicles  will  be  converted  minivans  capable  of 
transporting  up  to  two  wheelchair  passengers  each.  The 
vehicles  will  be  spec'd  such  that  they  will  be  in  full 
compliance  with  the  ADA  as  it  pertains  to  vehicles  of  this 
type.  If  available,  clean  air  vehicles  will  be  considered 
for  this  project. 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 


Project;  Paratransit  Vehicle  Replacement  and  Expansion  (5  Minivans) 

Operator:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

Date:  February  1 , 1 993 

Initial  Clearance  Required: 

(Further  clearances  market  below  with  "o") 


Implementation 

FY 

1992-93 

FY 

1993-94 

FY 

1994-95 

FY 

1994-95 

Schedule 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Task  1: 

Develop  vehicle  specifications, 
bid,  and  award. 

XX 

Task  2; 

Manufacture  vehicles 

X— 

-X 

Task  3; 

Delivery 

X 

Task  4; 

Introduce  into  service 

X 

Expenditure  Plan; 
(000$) 

FY  1992-93 

FY  1993-94 

FY  1994-95 

FY  1994-95 

FTA  Section  9 

FTA  Section  3 

135 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Prop.  108  Bond 

Prop.  116  Bond 

FCR 

State/Local  Participation 

Other  State 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA  (Op) 

STA  (Reg) 

Local  Funds  (TDA) 

15 

Other,  specify: 

Total  Funds 

150 

Sonoma  County  Transit 
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Transit  Application 
PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR;  Sonoma  County  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  Paratransit  Operations  and  Maintenance  Facility 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION;  Construction  of  a new  paratransit 
operations  and  maintenance  facility  for  Sonoma  County 
paratransit  operations.  The  new  facility  will  be  constructed 
on  land  at  the  present  Sonoma  County  Transit  facility  in 
Santa  Rosa. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS;  ( ) Transit  Operations  Facility 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  7.03  TIP  PAGE  REF; 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING; 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH; 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST; 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING; 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE 


$ 810  000  SOURCE;  Section  3 

$ 90,000  SOURCE;  TDA/STA 

$900,000 
None 

AND  STATUS; 


11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PTOITICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  for  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  3.28 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  -the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above 
named  project? 

No.  X Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  Competitive 

Bid  Process 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS; 


This  project  includes  the  design  and  construction  of  a new 
paratransit  operations  and  maintenance  facility  for  Sonoma 
County  Transit's  contract  paratransit  operations.  The  new 
facility  will  be  built  on  land  at  Sonoma  County  Transit's 
present  facility  in  Santa  Rosa,  California. 

Currently,  Sonoma  County  Transit's  ADA  complementary 
paratransit  services  are  provided  under  contract  by  Volunteer 
Wheels  (VW)  of  Santa  Rosa.  Volunteer  Wheels  is  a non-profit 
organization  sponsored  by  the  Sonoma  County  Volunteer  Center. 
Volunteer  Wheels  will  utilize  the  new  paratransit  facility 
when  completed.  In  the  future,  the  County  may  consider 
integrating  paratransit  operations  with  its  existing 
fixed-route  operation  in  an  effort  to  realize  "economy  of 
scale"  savings  by  combined  vehicle  maintenance,  operations, 
and  system  administration.  The  new  paratransit  facility 
would  permit  certain  consolidation  advantages  under  either 
situation. 

The  new  facility  will  provide  adequate  room  to  permit 
paratransit  service  expansion  as  projected  in  SCT's  ADA 
compliance  plan.  The  operations  area  will  include  expanded 
paratransit  public  information  facilities,  centralized 
dispatch,  training  and  conference  rooms,  and  paratransit 
administration  offices.  The  maintenance  section  will  permit 
running  and  light  duty  repair  of  paratransit  vehicles  and 
SCT's  • non-revenue  vehicles.  In  addition,  maintenance 
services  may  be  offered  to  other  local  operators  desiring 
such  services. 

In  the  future,  SCT  will  convert  is  main  fueling  facility  to 
permit  dispensing  of  an  alternative  fuel  to  support  its 
fixed-route  fleet.  In  the  event  that  alternative  fueled 
vehicles  are  manufactured  for  paratransit  applications, 
centralization  at  the  SCT  facility  will  permit  the  use  of 
clean  air  paratransit  vehicles. 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 


Project:  Paratransit  Operations  and  Maintenance  Facility 

Operator:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

Date:  February  1 , 1 993 

Initial  Clearance  Required: 

(Further  clearances  market  below  with  "o") 


Implementation 

FY 

1992-93 

FY 

1993-94 

FY 

1994-95 

FY 

1 994-95 

Schedule 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Task  1:  Project  design,  environmental 
clearance,  etc. 

X- 

— 

— 

— 

-X 

Task  2:  Construction 

X— 

— 

— > 

Task  3:  Move 

X 

Task  4:  Project  complete 

X 

Expenditure  Plan: 
(000$) 

FY  1992-93 

FY  1993-94 

FY  1994-95 

FY  1994-95 

FTA  Section  9 

FTA  Section  3 

810 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Prop.  108  Bond 

Prop.  116  Bond 

FCR 

State/Local  Participation 

Other  State 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA  (Op) 

STA  (Reg) 

Local  Funds  (TDA) 

90 

Other,  specify: 

Total  Funds 

900 

Soooma  County  Trantit 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Vallejo 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

10  Paratransit  Vehicles 

786,816 

87,424 

874,240 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

786,816 

87,424 

874,240 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORK  SHEET 
(Updated  2/4/93) 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF 
MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

FY  1993-94  ANNUAL  ELEMENT 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  10  Paratransit  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  ten  accessible  paratransit  vehicles  to  implement 
ADA  compliance  service. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Solano  Joint  Paratransit  Compliance 

Plan  (January  1993) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  Section  3 $786,816 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  STA  $87,424 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $874,240 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  AND  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

11.  COMPLIANCE  W/  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  Yes.  ADA  study  TAC 
participation  by  private  sector  paratransit  and  social  service 
providers . 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  provide  part  of  above  named  project?  No. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project?  No. 

d.  Have  you  received  any  complaints  from  private  sector 
regarding  this  project?  No. 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  Solano  Joint  Paratransit  Compliance  Plan  was  recently 
completed  in  January  1993.  This  project  would  purchase  ten 
accessible  paratransit  vehicles  for  the  implementation  of  the 
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transportation  requirements  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act 
(ADA)  of  1990. 

While  the  Paratransit  Compliance  Plan  has  not  yet  outlined  a 
definitive  compliance  strategy  for  meeting  ADA  requirements  within 
the  Vallejo  Transit  bus  service  area,  tentative  plans  call  for 
operation  of  an  accessible  dial-a-ride  system  in  the  Vallejo  area 
starting  in  FY  1993-94.  Vehicles  are  needed  to  implement  service. 

Tentatively,  about  10,000  to  11,000  annual  vehicle  hours  are 
projected  during  the  first  year  of  ADA  compliance  service,  costing 
about  $325,000  the  first  year  Paratransit  service  would  initially 
operate  Monday  through  Saturday  between  6:00  a.m.  and  about  7:30 
p.m.  We  anticipate  that  five  to  six  vehicles  would  operate  most 
of  the  day,  with  up  to  eight  during  peak  times.  Ten  vehicles  are 
needed,  including  spares. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  paratransit  service  will  be 
adjusted  and/or  expanded  within  the  five  year  "full 
implementation"  requirements  of  ADA.  Vehicle  purchases  beyond  ten 
may  be  needed  in  future  years  if  this  program  does  not  meet  all 
legitimate  ADA-eligible  service  demands. 


1)  Project  Benefits 

a)  Direct  Passenger  Benefits 

The  direct  passenger  benefits  from  purchase  of  ten  (10)  accessible 
paratransit  vehicles  are: 

• Full  accessibility  for  the  disabled. 

• More  direct  service  compared  to  fixed  route  buses.. 

• Improved  passenger  comfort,  convenience,  and  amenities 

compared  to  fixed  route  bus  service. 


b)  System  Productivity 

• Reduced  operating  costs  due  to  elimination  of  lease  expenses. 

c)  Regional  Goals 

This  project  is  essential  in  meeting  ADA  mandates  for  the 
Vallejo  Transit  bus  service  area.  This  project  is  essential  for 
meeting  regional,  state  and  Federal  goals  and  mandates  for  the 
provision  of  accessible  transit  service  for  ADA-eligible  and  other 
disabled  persons. 


d)  Replacement  or  Rehabilitation 


Not  applicable. 


2)  Line  Item  Budget 


Ten  Paratransit  Vehicles  $768, 
Inspection,  test,  delivery,  contingency  50, 
California  sales  tax  (7.25%)  55, 

TOTAL  $874, 


500 

000 

740 

240 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
FY  1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  Vacaville 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  CompQnent 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Purchase  Paratransit  Vans 

135,000 

15,000 

150,000 

ADA  Equip,  as  pan  of  Bus  Purchase  @ 

90,000 

10,000 

100,000 

As  listed  in  PT  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

225,000 

25,000 

250,000 

@ Project  is  also  funded  by  the  FTA  §9  Program.  Please  see  §9  Summary  for  details. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  FY  1993-94  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vacaville 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Purchase  Transit  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  seven  new  3 0-3  5 foot  heaw-dutv 

ADA-compliant  transit  buses  to  replace  buses  currently  leased 
from  the  contractor-operator. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Draft  1993  SRTP  Table  9-3  (Page  9-10) 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $668.614 

$90.000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $450.000 

$191.386 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1.400.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  -0- 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and 

federal  codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines 

Section  15302. 

NEPA  STATUS : Not  Applicable. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(CIRCULAR  7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element 

Projects  Only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

1993  Draft 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


(FTA  Section  9) 
(FTA  Section  3) 

(STA) 

(TDA) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Re  f er ence : 


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Proposed  bus  purchase  will  allow  the  City  to  replace  vehicles 
currently  leased  from  the  contractor-operator  with  city-owned 
buses.  New  vehicles  will  be  heavy-duty  transit  coaches, 
offering  a more  attractive  and  comfortable  transportation 
alternative  to  city  residents. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project: 

Operator: 

Date: 


Purchase  Transit  Buses 
City  of  Vacaville 
March  31,  1993 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 " 1 1 1 
1 IMPLEMENTATION  1 FY  93  | FY  94  j 

[SCHEDULE:  j Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 | 

1 1 1 1 . 

FY 

Q1  Q2 

O 1 

U)  1 

1 

O 1 

1 

FY 

Q1  Q2 

O 1 

tJ  1 

1 

O 1 

1 

1 TASK  1:  ! 
! Develop  Specs j 
1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

XX  i j 

1 1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 TASK  2:  | 

1 Ad/Bid/Award  | 
1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

j XXXX  1 

1 1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 _ 

1 TASK  3:  1 

1 Construction  | 
1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 XXXXXX  1 

1 1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 - 

1 TASK  4:  [ 

1 Put  Into  Svc  1 

1 1 

1 1 

i XXX  j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE  ' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PLAN  (000$):  1 FY  93  [ FY  94 

1 FY 

1 FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 1 

1 668,614 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 1 

1 90,000 

1 

1 

1 

FAU/FAI  j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  FED.  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D  j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

ARTICLE  XIX  j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PROP  108  BONDj 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PROP  116  BOND! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FCR  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STAT/LCL  PARTI 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  STATE  | 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (OP)  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (REG)  1 

i 450,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

SPECIFY:  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TDA  1 

_ . 1 

1 191,386 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS  | 
1 

i 1,400,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  FY  1993-94  ELEMENT 
OF  MTC»S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vacaville 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Purchase  Paratransit  Vans 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  three  new  ADA-compliant 

paratransit  vans  to  replace  vehicles  currently  leased  from  the 
contractor-operator . 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Draft  1993  SRTP  Table  9-3  (Page  9-10) 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $135.000  (FTA  Section  3) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $15.000  (TDA) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $150.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  -0- 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and 

federal  codes) 

CEQA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines 

Section  15302. 

NEPA  STATUS : Not  Applicable. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(CIRCULAR  7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element 

Projects  Only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

1993  Draft 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


(A: W94TIP4.PJW)  Date:  March  26,  1993 
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d. 


Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

1993  Draft 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Reference:  


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Proposed  van  purchases  will  allow  the  City  to  replace  vehicles 
currently  leased  from  the  contractor-operator  with  city-owned 
vans  and  meet  service  demand  increases  expected  with  ADA 
implementation . 


NOTE:  Expect  to  request  TDA  funds  for  this  purchase  if 

Section  3 monies  are  not  available  to  the  City. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  Purchase  Paratranslt  Vans 

Operator:  City  of  Vacaville 

Date:  March  31,  1993 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

I I I I I 


IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  93 

FY  94 

FY 

FY 

SCHEDULE : 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4j  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 j 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

Q1  Q2 

Q3  Q4j 

TASK  1: 
Develop  Specs 

1 1 
XX 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  2: 

Ad/ Bid/ Award 

1 1 
XXX 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  3: 
Construction 

1 1 
xxxxx 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  4: 

Put  Into  Svc 

1 1 
XXX 

1 

1 

1 

I “ I I 


I I I I 


EXPENDITURE 

PLAN  (000$) ; FY  93 

1 

FY  94 

1 

FY 

1 

FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

135.0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D  1 

ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
TDA 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

15.0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

150.0 

1 

. 1 

1 

1 

I " " " I I “ I 
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FTA  SECTION  3 - BUS  PROGRAM 
R' 1994  REGIONAL  ADA  PROJECTS 


OPERATOR:  WestCeU 


FY  94  POP 

Section  3 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Project  Component 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

3 Paratransit  Vehicles  & Related  Equipment 

144.401 

16.045 

160.446 

As  listed  in  FY  1994-2000  Capital  Priorites  List  and 
Program  of  Projects  §3  Bus  Worksheet: 

144,401 

16,045 

160,446 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine-year  Program 
of  MTC’s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Western  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Emergency  Replacement  Vans 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  three  paratransit  vans  and  related  equipment 
including  wheelchair  lifts,  air  conditioning,  and  two  way  radios  for  replacement  of  two 
non-lift  equipped  vehicles,  and  one  lift  equipped  vehicle.  These  replacement  vehicles  are 
necessary  to  ^low  WCCTA  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities 
Act.  (ADA). 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New/used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pages  8 and  10  of  WCCTA’s  1993  update  of  ADA 
Complementary  Paratransit  Plan. 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $144,401  SOURCE:  ADA  Earmark 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%):  $ 16,045  SOURCE:  TDA  funds 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $160,446 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10:  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(17). 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302. 

1 1 . COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set 
forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  the  proposals  received  from  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?) 
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c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project?  (If  yes.  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact 
of  these  impediments?) 

No.  ^Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  ^Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(if  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

For  the  last  13  years,  WCCTA  has  operated  an  extensive  paratransit 
program  which  provides  door-to-door  transportation  for  both  senior  and 
disabled  passengers  travelling  anywhere  within  our  service  area.  Currently 
the  dlal-a-rlde  program  operates  nine  vans.  By  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year, 
over  half  of  these  vans  will  have  been  in  active  service  in  excess  of  seven 
years  and  for  more  than  200,000  miles. 

WCCTA  recently  completed  an  updated  1993  ADA  Complementary 
Paratransit  Plan  which  indicated  that  the  additional  demand  from  ADA 
eligible  passengers  would  require  WCCTA  to  increase  its  Dial-as-Ride 
service  hours  by  25%.  While  WCCTA  can  accommodate  this  increase 
without  Increasing  the  number  of  vehicles  in  its  fleet,  the  seven-year  old 
vehicles  now  operated  by  WCCTA  are  prone  to  failure,  and  could  not 
withstand  more  intensive  use.  In  addition,  the  two  vehicles  without  lifts  are 
inaccessible  to  many  ADA  eligible  passengers,  and  will  create  scheduling 
inefficiencies  as  ADA  eligible  demand  increases. 

Currently,  WCCTA  has  no  identified  source  of  funding  for  replacement  of 
the  three  vehicles  included  in  this  capital  request.  Without  replacement 
vehicles,  the  quality  of  service  available  to  paratransit  users  will  be 
seriously  compromised,  aind  WCCTA  will  have  difficulty  fulfilling  its  ADA 
responsibilities. 
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FY 1993-94  5TP-CMAQ  TRANSIT 
PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 


MTC  REGION 


. 292  - 


V,  •»-'  ’ ■ • ' • **»'•'*’  ^ in^el 


Tl  ? HA^J  py^  r?  ' ' 

WOloal  ^’T'M  ’ / ;■ 


-mf  i 


ft  ^ 


:WK 


ry-  . 'j^^' 

H,  .-V 
/%:•:  V,., 


*A^ 


■v’nl-.r*- 


' 't;. 


.>•  ^ 


ji^. 


-«.■■.•'•  ^*41! r :_  ;rA(jTairiStt  ' 
;i;%^  vnvlao^  «fSttor  md .;' 

• „ Omrnjn 

* juiftl  rtC  tbls  year, 

..,'Vf-:^j«t  i^;i  ex.":r*«®  of  «c»W'.„', 


fttmwcidl  iit>tt3i  ADA. ' 

-',.  v<,  ti*te  toa'cstoc  ■ 

. <^^' «rvrr»  yetyr  ciW' 

^ '•  ^ not  ^ 

•n. .'.  ^;Wri  ^wtUioot  lifts  1 

y ><rhcduan|t:.. 


^fMc4Hait  Ibr  if  plurciBcntcf  , 

V*.  ■'“ 


FTA  STP-CMAQ  PROGRAM 

TRANSIT  PROJECTS  IN  THE  MTC  REGION 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

[sTP-CMAQ  Funds  Available:  | 

FY  1992-1993  Apportionment  STP  (Estimate) 

FY  1992-1993  Apportionment  CMAQ  (Estimate) 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  STP  (Estimate): 

FY  1993-94  Apportionment  CMAQ  (Estimate): 

FY  1991-92  STP  Carryover  Funds: 

FY  1991-92  CMAQ  Carryover  Funds: 

Total: 

(Total  includes  funds  for  projects  already  obligated.  Please  see 
following  page  for  a complete  list  of  obligated  transit  projects.) 
|STP- CMAQ  Funds  Programmed:  | 

STP  - CMAQ  Funds  Programmed  for  Non-Transit  Purposes: 

STP  - CMAQ  Funds  Transferred  to  FTA 
to  fund  unobligated  Transit  Capital  Projects: 


24-Jul-93 
FY  94  POP 


$48,388,300 

$26,750,200 

$48,388,300 

$26,750,200 

m 

$22,330,700 

$I72A07J00 


I $134,683,900  | 
I $37.923.800  \ 


STP-G 

ALAI 

ALA2 

CC2 

NA2 

SCLl 

SCL3 

SCL4 

SCL5 


Program  of  Projects 
Transit  Capital  Projects 

Probable 


Year  Score 


STP-CMAQ 

Federal 

Share 


BART  Bayfair  Transit  Center  93 

LA  VTA  Transit  Center  93 

AC  Transit  Ctr.  - Richmond  BAR  93 
Consolidated  Transit  Srvc  Ctr  93 

SCCTD  Tamien  Stn.  child  Care  93 

SCCTD  Co.  Plan  Update  @ 94 

SCCTD  Guadalupe  Dbl.  Track  I>  93 
SCCTD  Suntan  Special  Study  @ 93 


Guarantee 

Guarantee 

Guarantee 

Guarantee 

Guarantee 

Guarantee 

Guarantee 

Guarantee 


$987,000 

$397,000 

$468,700 

$320,000 

$1,600,000 

$240,000 

$400,000 

$40,000 


Cumulative 

Federal 

Share 

$987,000 

$1,384,000 

$1,852,700 

$2,172,700 

$3,772,700 

$4,012,700 

$4,412,700 

$4.452.700 


FY94  POP 

Proposed  Proposed  Total 

State  Local  Project 

Share  Share  Cost 

$114,500  $97,500  $1,199,000 

$97,000  $47,000  $541,000 

$71,900  $84,300  $624,900 

$46,000  $34,000  $400,000 

$0  $400,000  $2,000,000 

$0  $60,000  $300,000 

$57,500  $42,500  $500,000 

$0  $110,000  $150,000 
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Probable 

STP  - CMAQ 
Federal 

Cumulative 

Federal 

Proposed 

State 

Proposed 

Local 

FY  94  POP 
Total 
Project 

CMAQ 

Year 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

ALA3 

AC  Transit  - Translink 

94 

61.3 

$6,000,000 

$6,000,000 

$862,500 

$637,500 

$7,500,000 

SOLO 

Fairfield  P&R 

93 

59.0 

$2,000,000 

$8,000,000 

$0 

$10,125,000 

$12,125,000 

SCL6 

SCCTD  Vasona  Jet.  P&R 

93 

51.0 

$4,000,000 

$12,000,000 

$575,000 

$425,000 

$5,000,000 

MARO 

San  Rafael  Transit  Ccnter/P&R 

93 

45.5 

$400,000 

$12,400,000 

$100,000 

$43,000 

$543,000 

SCL7 

SCCTD  CalTrain  Sta.  Transit  Ctr 

93 

43.2 

$560,000 

$12,960,000 

$80,500 

$59,500 

$700,000 

ALA4 

BART  Hayward  Sia.  Transit  Or. 

94 

41.9 

$913,600 

$13,873,600 

$131,300 

$97,100 

$1,142,000 

JPBI 

CalTrain  3 Locomotives 

93 

40.0 

$6,637,500 

$20,511,100 

$862,500 

$0 

$7,500,000 

CC3 

AC  Trans.  Ctr.  El  Cerrito  BART 

93 

39.2 

$268,000 

$20,779,100 

$71,900 

$285,000 

$624,900 

ALAS 

AC  Trans.  Ctr.  Eastmont  Mall 

93 

38.3 

$1,050,000 

$21,829,100 

$136,400 

$0 

$1,186,400 

ALA6 

AC  Trans.  Ctr.  Newpark  Mall 

93 

38.3 

$656,400 

$85,300 

$0 

$741,700 

STP-D 

MARI 

GGBHTD  LarkspurAccess  Study 

93 

42.9 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$0 

$50,000 

$250,000 

SCL8 

MVu  CalTrain  lockers  at  San  Ant 

94 

42.9 

$144,000 

$344,000 

$20,700 

$15,300 

$180,000 

SONI 

E Santa  Rosa  Tran.  Stat.  Study  ® 

94 

27.6 

$80,000 

$424,000 

$0 

$20,000 

$100,000 

SON2 

W.  Santa  Rosa  Tran.  Stat.  Study  ( 

94 

26.7 

$80,000 

$504,000 

$0 

$20,000 

$100,000 

NAI 

NVT  6 clean  Fuel  buses 

93 

65.2 

$1,115,100 

$1,619,100 

$0 

$144,900 

$1,260,000 

ALA8 

BART  Traasbay  Tube  Rehab 

93 

62.5 

$961,000 

$2,580,100 

$0 

$240,250 

$1,201,250 

CCS 

BART  Transbay  Tube  Rehab 

93 

62.5 

$588,600 

$3,168,700 

$0 

$147,150 

$735,750 

SF4 

BART  Transbay  Tube  Rehab 

93 

62.5 

$532,500 

$3,701,200 

$0 

$133,125 

$665,625 

SCL9 

JPB  Ticket  Vending  Equip. 

93 

62.0 

$2,500,000 

$6,201,200 

$359,400 

$265,600 

$3,125,000 

SMI 

JPB  Ticket  Vending  Equip. 

93 

62.0 

$2,248,000 

$8,449,200 

$323,200 

$238,800 

$2,810,000 

ALA9 

LA  VTA  Bus  Purchase 

94 

60.1 

$1,736,400 

$10,185,600 

$0 

$2,604,600 

$4,341,000 

SON4  S.  Rosa  Clean  Fuel  Bus  Repl.  94  60.0  $800,000 

@ Planning  studies  to  be  administered  through  OWP  amendments. 

Bicimial  Element  Froiccts  Already  Obligated: 

$10,985,600 

$115,000 

$85,000 

$1,000,000 

STP-G 

CCI 

CCCTA  3 Alt.  Fuel  Buses 

94 

Guarantee 

$660,000 

$660,000 

$94,900 

$70,100 

$825,000 

SFI 

MUNI  Metro  Turnback  •• 

94 

Guarantee 

$3,400,000 

$4,060,000 

$145,837,000 

$149,237,000 

SCL2 

SCCTD  Comm  System 

93 

Guarantee 

$400,000 

$4,460,000 

$92,000 

$308,000 

$800,000 

SCL3 

SCCTD  Tank  Repl.  Chaboya  Bus 

94 

Guarantee 

$3,200,000 

$7,660,000 

$800,000 

$4,000,000 

CMAQ 

SF2 

MUNI  Metro  Turnback  •• 

94 

60.0 

$5,400,000 

$5.400.000 

** 

$5,400,000 

STP-D 

CC4 

CCCTA/WC  3 Alt.  Fuel  Buses 

93 

64.3 

$660,000 

$660,000 

$94,900 

$70,100 

$825,000 

SON3 

SCT  Clean  Fuel  Buses  Repl/Exp 

94 

62.1 

$3,360,000 

$4,020,000 

$483,000 

$357,000 

$4,200,000 

SON4 

Sonoma  Co  Bus  Turnout  @ Com 

93 

27.5 

$160,000 

$4.180.000 

$23,000 

$17,000 

$200,000 

•*  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  project  is  funded  by  both  STP  Guarantee  and  CMAQ  funds. 
Total  local  match  for  the  project  is  $145,837,000. 


Page  - 294  - 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  the  Annual  Element 
of  MTC's  FY93  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  INSTALL  TRANSIT  CENTER  AMENITIES  AT  BAYFAIR  STATION 

(BAYFAIR.PJW) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Complete  the  BayFair  Station  transit  center 

through  the  provision  of  weather-protection 
canopies,  benches,  transit  information 
displays,  and  landscaping. 


4. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  6 (Passenger 

Stations) 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

TIP  PAGE 

; REFERENCE: 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$ 

805,200 

SOURCE : 

STP 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

$ 

201,300 

SOURCE: 

State/Bridge  Tolls 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$ 

1,006,500 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) , CE  (18) 

CEQA  STATUS:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No  Yes 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
proj ect? 

No  Yes*  (will  be  competitively  bid) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

BART  has  been  planning  to  construct  a timed-transfer  transit  center  at 
BayFair  Station,  in  support  of  AC  Transit's  Comprehensive  Service  Plan, 
for  several  years.  It  was  an  FAU  project  under  the  previous  funding 
authorization  act,  with  funds  allocated  from  the  Alameda  County  FAU 
program.  BART  recently  constructed  the  operational  elements  of  the 
transit  center,  using  State  Cypress  Corridor  earthquake  relief  funds. 
The  State  declined  to  make  available  the  funds  necessary  to  complete  the 
passenger  amenity  portion  of  the  project.  It  is  in  the  best  interests 
of  BART,  AC  Transit,  the  patrons  of  the  two  agencies,  and  in  support  of 
congestion  management  and  clean  air  objectives,  to  complete  this  project 
as  soon  as  possible. 

IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  January  14,  1992 

Project:  Install  Transit  Center  Amenities  at  BayFair  Station 

Operator:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


I I I 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 

FY  93 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

Q4  j 

FY  94 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

Q4  j 

FY  95 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

Q4  j 

FY  96 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4j 

Design 

==== 

1 

1 

_ I 

1 

1 

_ 1. 

1 

1 

_ I 

Bid/Award  

1 1 1 1 1 1 

Construction 

_ I 

1 

1 

_ 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

EXPENDITURE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PLAN  (000$): 

FY  93 

1 

1. 

FY94 

1 

L 

FY95 

1 

.._l. 

FY96 

STP  or  NHS 

805 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 

201 

1 

1 

1 

1 

— 1. 

1 

1 

1. 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1,006 

1 

___l. 

1 

. _l. 

1 

. 1. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  FY  1993 
on  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  Livermore/ Amador  Valley  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Transit  Center 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  New  Transit  Center  to  improve  safety  and 

passenger  amenities 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 Passenger  Station 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pages  6-9,  6-10  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $400,000  SOURCE:  STP  or  CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 20%) : $169,000  SOURCE:  TDA/TCI 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 569,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (c) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal. Admin  Code,  Section  15303 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy: 

No.  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

Proposals  have  been  solicited  from  A&E  firms  and  will  be 
solicited  from  construction  firms. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  name  project?: 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  Private  | 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Overview  of  Project 

LAVTA  plans  to  build  a new  transit  center  to  be  located  at  Stanley 
Boulevard  and  Fenton  Street  in  Livermore.  The  present  on-street 
transfer  operation  in  front  of  Valley  Memorial  Hospital  on  Stanley 
Boulevard: 

1)  Encourages  imprudent  pedestrian  crossings  across  four  lanes  o 
Stanley  Boulevard; 

2)  Poses  safety  problems; 

3)  Lacks  passenger  and  bus  driver  amenities. 

LAVTA  and  the  City  of  Livermore  have  identified  a site  (on  the  former 
proposed  BART  station  site)  for  an  off  street  transfer  facility.  The 
site  is  being  contributed  by  the  City  of  Livermore  to  LAVTA.  The  sit 
will  have  seven  parking  stalls  for  buses,  passenger  shelters,  driver's 
restroom,  a small  Road  Supervisor  and  ticket  sales  office,  and 
landscaping.  There  will  be  no  automobile  parking  at  the  center. 

Passenger  Benefits 

As  stated  above,  this  project  will  significantly  increase  passenger 
safety  by  eliminating  the  current  on  street  transfer  situation.  It 
also  increases  passenger  comfort  by  providing  an  attractive  facility 
where  passengers  can  not  only  wait  for  buses  but  also  purchase  tickets 

Regional  Goals 


This  project  will  improve  transit  interoperator  coordination  by 
providing  a central  facility  where  passengers  can  transfer  between 
Wheels,  BART  and  Amtrak  feeder  buses. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Transit  Center 
Operator:  LA VTA 

Date:  08-Jun-92 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o" 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 

TASK  1: 

FY  93  FY  94  FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Complete  PS&E 

X 

TASK  2: 
Construction 

X X X X 

TASK  3: 
Center  Open 

X 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 
UMTA  SEC. 9 
UMTA  SEC. 3 

FY  93  FY  94  FY  95 

FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FEDERAL 

400,000 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BONDS 
PROP  116  BONDS 
FCR 

STATE /LCL  PRTNR 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 

84,500 

LOCAL: 
TDA  4.0 

84,500 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

569,000  0 0 

. 299  - 


July  21,  1992 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  92  - 93 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 

Richmond  BART 


4. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6) 

Passenger 

Stations 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

137  - 

145 

TIP 

PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$ 

468,700 

FTA  STP 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH 

:(25%) 

$ 

156,200 

TSM/ BRIDGE  TOLLS 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$ 

624, 

900 

9. 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under 

23  CFR  771.117  (d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 

impediments?  Reference  ) 
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Date:  July  21,  1992 

Project:  Transit  Centers  Improvement — Richmond  BART 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  92-93 

Clearances  Required:  Board  Approval;  City  Permits,  if  Applicable 
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LOCAL  FUNDS 

SOURCE:  TSM/  156,200 

BRIDGE  TOLr.S  

TOTAL  FUNDS  624 , 900 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yeS;  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 

*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  projects 

at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other  regional 

transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced  in  our  SRTP. 
Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and  through  a 
mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

The  AC  Transit  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  converts  the  primarily 
radial  system  into  a multi-destinational  route  network.  If  AC  Transit 
is  to  increase  transit  usage  and  improve  its  productivity,  it  is 
essential  that  it  reflect  the  multi-destinational  nature  of  today's 
travel  demand. 

Since  it  is  impossible  to  run  direct  service  from  everywhere  to 
everywhere  else,  an  effective  multi-destinational  network  must  rely  on 
making  transferring  convenient.  In  a system  based  on  timed  transfers, 
a passenger  can  reach  efficient  route  network  with  minimal  overlap. 

To  make  transferring  fast  and  convenient,  the  District  must  be  able  to 
bring  many  buses  together  at  certain  key  points.  These  needs  require  the 
development  of  transit  centers.  A transit  center  is  a facility  designed 
to: 

o allow  several  buses  from  different  routes  to  be  present  at  once,  so 
that  patrons  can  transfer  without  waiting, 
o allow  buses  to  arrive  and  depart  independently  (without  blocking  one 
another) . 

o Provide  a safe,  pleasant  and  convenient  environment  for  transferring 
between  buses. 

o Provide  other  amenities  for  passengers  and  drivers. 

Besides  facilitating  bus-to-bus  transfers,  the  transit  centers  may  also 
accommodate  bus-to-rail  and  auto-to-bus-to-rail  transfers.  Transit 
centers  are  strategically  located  where  several  routes  naturally  converge 
resulting  in  high  transfer  activity.  These  centers  will  often  be  near 
major  activity  centers  generating  a significant  number  of  walk-in 
passengers.  Also,  most  BART  stations  in  the  AC  Transit  service  area  will 
be  transit  centers  to  facilitate  both  regional  and  local  travel. 

In  urban  areas,  such  as  Oakland  and  Berkeley,  the  convenience  of 
transferring  is  largely  ensured  by  the  high  frequency  of  most  of  the 
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routes.  Even  though  a transit  center  is  not  the  primary  transfer 
location  as  it  is  in  the  timed  transfer  network,  there  are  strategic 
locations  where  several  routes  naturally  converge  creating  a high  level 
of  transfer  activity  and  necessitating  a facility  to  safely  accommodate 
the  buses  and  provide  for  a safe  and  comfortable  environment  for  the 
passenger. 

In  suburban  areas,  however,  most  service  cannot  be  justified  with 
headways  of  less  than  30  minutes.  Here,  convenient  transfers  can  be 
assured  only  with  transit  centers.  Transit  Centers  are  therefore 
critical  to  the  success  of  the  Comprehensive  Service  Plan. 

1.  General  Design  Considerations 

Most  transit  centers  will  be  designed  with  "sawtooth"  bays  so  that  buses 
can  pull  in  and  out  independently  without  blocking  each  other.  Each 
center  must  have  enough  bays  for  all  the  scheduled  buses  to  be  present 
at  once,  with  some  to  spare.  Locations  for  cars  to  pick  up  and  drop  off 
passengers  will  be  isolated  from  the  bus  area,  to  improve  the  flow  of 
both  cars  and  buses. 

2 . Locations 

Most  of  the  suburban  route  structure  cannot  be  implemented  until  there 
are  at  least  minimal  transit  center  facilities  in  place,  since  these 
sites  must  accommodate  a number  of  converging  buses  and  allow  passengers 
to  transfer  safely  and  conveniently.  Tables  1 and  2 list  the  transit 
centers  according  to  priority,  indicating  which  should  be  completed 
before  restructuring. 

The  District's  service  area  has  been  divided  into  four  geographical  sub- 
areas  for  phased  implementation  of  the  restructured  route  network. 

The  Western  Contra  Costa  sxib-area  (Table  2,  Group  1)  includes  timed 
transfer  locations  at  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  Contra  Costa  College 
and  thus  are  first  priority.  Improvements  to  these  sites  should  be 
complete  before  restructuring  routes.  Improvements  to  the  other  transit 
centers  which  will  not  have  timed  transfer  locations  (Richmond  BART, 
Hilltop  Mall  Transit  Center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART)  are  second  priority. 

The  Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda  core  area  (Table  2,  Group  2)  includes  only 
one  timed  transfer  location,  Montclair  transit  Center.  However, 
Fruitvale  BART  and  Eastmont  Mall  Transit  Center  will  also  need  to  be 
finished  before  restructuring  routes,  since  they  cannot  now  accommodate 
the  level  of  bus  and  transfer  activity  envisioned.  Second  priority 
transit  centers  to  be  developed  later  include  West  Oakland  BART,  Coliseum 
BART,  and  Southshore  Shopping  Center. 

The  Hayward-San  Leandro  area  (Table  2,  Group  3)  includes  five  timed 
transfer  locations:  San  Leandro  BART,  Bay  Fair  BART,  Hayward  BART, 
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Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  and  South  Hayward  BART.  Improvements  at 
these  sites  should  be  complete  before  restructuring  routes,  though  it  is 
possible  that  South  Hayward  BART  could  function  on  an  interim  basis 
without  major  physical  changes. 

Finally,  the  Fremont-Newark  area  (Table  2,  Group  4)  includes  timed 
transfer  locations  at  Union  City  BART,  Fremont  BART,  and  the  new 
Irvington  and  Newark  Transit  Centers.  (Irvington  Transit  Center  will  be 
the  site  of  the  future  Irvington  BART  station.)  Improvements  at  these 
sites  should  also  be  complete  before  restructuring,  though  it  is  possible 
that  Newark  Transit  Center  could  function  on  an  interim  basis  without 
major  physical  changes.  Newpark  Mall  will  also  be  a transit  center  under 
the  plan,  but  without  timed  transfers. 

3.  Schedule  and  Funding 

The  following  subsections  detail  the  funding  and  design  schedule  for  the 
transit  centers  and  specifies  the  division  of  responsibility  in  joint 
projects  with  other  agencies. 

FY  1988-89  SECTION  3 SUBMITTED  PROJECTS 

The  first  transit  centers  planned  for  construction  are  El  Cerrito  del 
Norte  BART  and  San  Leandro  BART. 

These  projects  were  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92  Section  9 
Capital  Program.  Instead,  they  were  resubmitted  (along  with  Hayward  BART 
Transit  Center)  for  funding  under  the  FY  1988-89  Section  3 Suburban 
Mobility  Program  to  take  a full  advantage  of  this  special  one-time  grant 
opportunity.  Funding  has  been  approved  for  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and 
San  Leandro  BART  Transit  Centers.  The  Hayward  BART  Transit  Center  has 
been  put  back  into  the  FY  1991-92  Section  9 Capital  Program. 

These  transit  centers  are  planned  for  development  as  joint  multi-modal 
projects  under  BART  application.  The  conceptual  design  for  these 
projects  was  completed  by  AC  Transit.  However,  BART  will  be  the  lead 
agency  and  assume  complete  project  management  responsibilities,  including 
environmental  clearance,  engineering,  and  construction  in  conjunction 
with  the  BART  parking  expansion  projects. 

FY  1990-91  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECT 

The  Regional  Program  of  Projects  (POP) , approved  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  on  September  26,  1990,  was  based  on 
expected  Federal  apportionments.  As  a result  of  the  actual  total 
apportionments  being  higher  than  that  expected,  the  FY  1990-91  Section 
9 POP  and  the  annual  element  of  the  FY  1991-97  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
for  the  San  Francisco/Oakland  urban  area  was  revised  by  MTC.  Due  to  the 
increased  apportionments,  the  Contra  Costa  Transit  Center  project  was 
made  a part  of  the  FY  1990-91  Section  9 POP.  The  Transit  center  proposed 
for  Contra  Costa  College  will  serve  as  a key  facility  in  the 
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implementation  of  the  timed  transfer  network  in  Western  Contra  Costa. 
The  transit  center  will  be  developed  in  close  coordination  with  property 
owners,  neighboring  communities,  and  with  the  Contra  Costa  Community 
College  District. 

FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECTS 

Bayfair  BART  Transit  Center,  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92 
Section  9 Capital  Program  and  reprogrammed  for  the  FY  1992-93  Section  3 
Capital  Program  has  now  been  funded  by  State  Cypress  Mitigation  Funds 
received  by  BART  in  FY  1992.  The  Contra  Costa  College  Transit  Center 
was  also  originally  programmed  as  a FY  1991-92  Section  9 Capital  Program 
but  was  reprogrammed  to  the  FY  1990-91  Regional  Program  of  Projects 
submitted  to  UMTA  by  MTC  in  September,  1990. 

The  noted  shifts  leave  Chabot  College  Transit  Center  in  the  Section  9 
Capital  Program  plus  the  Hayward  BART  and  Fruitvale  Station  projects. 
Conceptual  designs  have  been  completed  for  all  sites. 

Fruitvale  BART  Station  project  is  planned  for  development  as  a joint 
multi-modal  project  for  which  BART  will  take  the  lead,  since  the  project 
is  in  conjunction  with  BART's  parking  expansion  project  at  the  same 
location.  The  project  would  therefore  be  funded  under  BART's  Section  9 
Capital  Program.  The  Hayward  BART  Station  project  is  also  planned  for 
development  as  a joint  multi-modal  project  and  will  also  be  funded  under 
BART's  Section  9 Capital  Program. 

The  Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  a timed  transfer  transit  center  in  the 
vicinity  of  Chabot  College  in  Hayward,  will  be  developed  in  close 
cooperation  with  the  property  owner.  The  conceptual  designs  are 
completed  for  the  three  sites. 

FY  1992-93  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

FY  1992-93  projects  proposed  for  the  Federal  Transportation 
Administration's  (FTA)  Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP) /Congestion 
Mitigation  and  Air  Quality  (CMAQ) , and  Section  9 funding  are  Montclair, 
Eastmont  Mall,  Newpark  Mall,  Fremont  BART,  and  Richmond  BART  transit 
centers.  The  Bayfair  BART  transit  center  was  originally  programmed  for 
FY  92-93,  but  BART  received  Cypress  Mitigation  Funds  in  FY  1991-92  for 
this  multi-modal  timed  transfer  center  project  to  help  mitigate  the  loss 
of  the  Cypress  Freeway  structure  during  the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake. 

The  Montclair  transit  center  would  serve  as  a key  facility  in  the 
implementation  of  timed  transfer  network  in  Oakland  area.  The  transit 
center  will  be  developed  in  close  coordination  with  property  owners,  and 
neighboring  communities. 

The  Eastmont  Mall  transit  center  in  Oakland  would  accommodate  the 
consolidation  of  expanded  bus  and  transfer  activities  at  an  off-street 
site  affording  a safer  and  more  convenient  operation.  The  conceptual 
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plans  are  completed. 

Newpark  Mall  is  a major  shopping  center  located  in  the  fast  growing 
community  of  Fremont.  New  residential  and  industrial  developments  are 
appearing  on  the  fringes  of  Fremont  and  Newark,  creating  new  transit 
demand  in  this  area.  Improved  routes  will  provide  better  local 
circulation,  with  many  passengers  transferring  at  this  point. 

The  Fremont  BART  Transit  Center  will  be  a bus-only  area  with  curbside 
stops  and  island  platforms.  The  compact  design  allows  for  efficient  bus- 
to-bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  The  facility  will  accommodate  seven 
Santa  Clara  County  Transit  buses,  in  addition  to  twelve  AC  Transit 
routes.  The  concept  plan  removes  approximately  100  BART  parking  stalls. 
Replacement  of  these  stalls  is  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

Richmond  BART  already  functions  as  a transit  center,  as  much  of  the 
service  in  the  area  radiates  from  this  station.  This  pattern  will 
continue  and  expand  under  the  CSP,  with  extensive  service  from  the 
station  to  all  parts  of  Richmond.  This  station  is  also  a major  stop  on 
the  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service,  and  will  be  a stop  for  the  Del 
Norte  BART  to  San  Rafael  bus  service  that  will  be  implemented  in  the  near 
future. 

FY  1993-94  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1993-94  project  proposed  for  the  FTA  STP  funding  is  the  El  Cerrito 
Plaza  BART  transit  Center. 

As  a shopping  center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  is  a major  transit  destination  in 
Western  Contra  County.  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART  will  be  one  of  two  transit 
centers  located  in  El  Cerrito.  Van  routes  will  emanate  from  El  Cerrito 
Plaza  to  serve  hill  areas  of  El  Cerrito  and  Kensington.  The  transit 
center  will  also  be  served  by  local  lines  from  Berkeley  and  a major  trunk 
line,  the  72-San  Pablo  Avenue  with  limited  service  from  Oakland. 

FY  1994-95  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1994-95  proposed  projects  are  South  Hayward,  and  Hilltop  Mall 
transit  centers. 

South  Hayward  is  one  of  five  timed  transfer  locations  in  the  Hayward 
area,  and  is  one  of  the  major  activity  centers  on  the  east  end  of  the 
city. 

Hilltop  Mall  is  a major  regional  shopping  center  and  a major  transit 
destination  in  itself.  It  will  be  served  by  the  area's  busiest  trunk 
route  and  several  new  routes  which  will  serve  the  growing  demand  for 
trips  between  residential  northern  and  eastern  Richmond  and  employment 
centers  in  western  Richmond. 
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FY  1995-96  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1995-96  proposed  projects  are  Coliseum  BART,  Union  City  BART,  and 
Newark  Transit  Centers. 

Coliseum  BART  is  one  of  the  major  destinations  in  the  District's  core 
service  area  of  Oakland/Berkeley/Alameda/Albany/Emeryville,  as  well  as 
the  main  transfer  point  for  trips  to  Oakland  Airport.  The  expansion  of 
crosstown  service  under  the  CSP  will  increase  the  level  of  service  to 
this  station,  and  increase  the  passenger  transfer  activity  that  occurs 
there.  The  station  may  also  be  a stop  on  the  proposed  Bay  Area- 
Sacramento  train  service. 

The  conceptual  layout  for  Union  City  BART  Station  places  the  buses 
closest  to  the  BART  station  entrance  along  the  front  curb  and  on  three 
islands.  The  plan  provides  a compact  bus  berth  area  to  minimize  bus-to- 
bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  Kiss  and  ride  will  use  the  fourth 
island.  The  additional  bus  stalls  will  remove  approximately  120  BART 
parking  spaces,  replacement  of  which  is  proposed  as  part  of  this  project. 

The  Newark  Transit  Center  will  serve  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
communities  in  the  Bay  Area.  This  will  be  a timed  transfer  facility  for 
those  routes  which  are  designed  to  provide  better  local  circulation  in 
the  activity  centers  of  Newark  and  southern  Fremont. 

FY  1996-97  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1996-97  proposed  projects  are  West  Oakland  BART,  Southshore,  and 
Yerba  Buena  Transit  Centers. 

West  Oakland  BART  will  be  a key  transit  center  in  the  District's  core 
service  area  of  Oakland/Berkeley/Alameda/Albany/Emeryville.  It  is  also 
a station  on  the  Bay  Area -Sacramento  train  service. 

Southshore  Shopping  Center  is  a major  destination  in  the  core  service 
area,  and  will  be  served  by  several  major  routes  from  Alameda  and 
Oakland. 

I Over  the  years  the  District  has  received  numerous  complaints  from  patrons 
regarding  the  deterioration  of  the  Yerba  Buena  facility  and  increased 
incidents  of  crime.  Yerba  Buena  is  located  at  40th  and  San  Pablo 
Avenues.  This  is  one  of  AC  Transit's  major  transfer  points  for 
connection  with  transbay  lines  and  other  locations.  The  facility  is 
surrounded  by  legal  gambling  casinos  and  night  clubs.  Many  of  our 
homeless  also  frequent  this  area.  Patrons,  particularly  women  are 
frequently  approached  for  money  or  with  lewd  conversation.  AC  Transit 
I owns  only  a small  strip  of  land  (right  of  way)  . Security  and  convenience 
modifications  for  this  area  will  be  analyzed  as  a result  of  the 
District's  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  to  determine  the  best  way  to 
remedy  present  conditions. 
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AC  TRANSIT  - TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 


Several  of  the  possible  alternatives  are: 

1.  Improve  present  site, 

2.  Expand  present  site  by  procuring  adjoining  parcel  and  rebuild,  or 

3.  Select  an  alternative  location. 

This  project  has  been  shifted  to  FY  1994-95  of  the  Transit  Capital 
Priorities  Program  as  the  District  believes  it  is  important  to  determine 
the  impact  the  CSP  will  have  on  the  needs  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Transfer 
point. 

Rising  construction  costs  and  the  strong  possibility  that  this  project 
will  require  the  purchase  of  additional  land,  either  at  the  present  site 
or  at  an  alternative  site,  further  support  this  funding  request. 

FY  1997-98  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1997-98  proposed  project  is  the  Irvington  transit  Center. 

The  Irvington  Transit  Center  is  scheduled  for  operation  prior  to  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  BART  station.  The  plan  therefore  proposes 
an  interim  transit  center  on  largely  vacant  BART-owned  land  east  of 
Osgood  Road,  which  will  eventually  be  a BART  parking  lot.  The  conceptual 
designs  for  the  proposed  projects  are  complete. 
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AC  TRANSIT  - TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 


TABLE- 1 


COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICE  PLAN 
TRANSIT  CENTERS 


BART  STATIONS 
Richmond 

El  Cerrito/Del  Norte 

El  Cerrito  Plaza 

Oakland  West 

Fruitvale 

Coliseum 

San  Leandro 

Bayfair 

Hayward 

South  Hayward 

Union  City 

Fremont 

Irvington 


Estimated  Number 
of  Bus  Bays  Required 
for  Each  Facility 

10 

13 

9 

6 

12 

10 

12 

18 

17 

9 

16 

19 

9 


OTHER  TRANSIT  CENTERS 


Hilltop  Mall  10 
Contra  Costa  College  14 
Chabot  College  12 
Southshore  Shopping  Center  4 
Montclair  11 
Eastmont  Mall  7 
Newark  8 
Newpark  Mall  7 


Priority^ 


2 

l2 

2 

1 

1 

l2 

2 

1 

1 

1 


2 

12 
1 
2 

13 
1^ 
2 
2 


’ Priority  I transit  centers  are  those  which  should  be  completed  prior  to 
the  implementation  of  restructured  service,  and  will  require  interim 
facilities  until  the  permanent  facility  is  built. 

^ Interim  facility  is  built. 

^ Poor  on-street  stop  locations  discourage  transferring  and  probably  any 
growth  at  these  sites.  New  facilities  will  need  to  be  constructed  for 
optimum  operation. 
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AC  TRANSIT 


TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 


TABLE-2 

COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICE  PLAN 
TRANSIT  CENTER 

GEOGRAPHICAL  PROJECT  GROUPINGS 


Group  #1 


PRIORITY  I SITES  PRIORITY  II  SITES 

El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  Hilltop  Mall 
Contra  Costa  College  Richmond  BART 

El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART 


Group  #2  Fruitvale  BART 

Montclair 
Eastmont  Mall 


Oakland  West  BART 
Coliseum  BART 
Southshore  Shopping  Center 


Group  #3  San  Leandro  BART  South  Hayward  BART  Station 

Bayfair  BART 
Hayward  BART 
Chabot  College 


Group  #4  Union  City  BART 

Fremont  BART 
Irvington  BART 


Newark 
Newpark  Mall 


(REVISED:  July  21,  1992) 


PROJECT  JUS\  IFI'  ATION  WORKSHEET 
for  Projects  SubiTv,  for  FY  1992-93 

of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  Operator:  City  of  Napa/County  of  Napa/Napa  Valley  Unified 

School  District 

2.  Project  Name:  Consolidated  Transit  Service  Center  - Phase  I 

3.  Project  Description 

Design,  engineering  and  environmental  Assessment 
for  a consolidated  fueling,  service,  cleaning,  and  storage 
facility  for  all  county-wide  transit,  paratransit  and  school 
transportation  vehicles. 

4.  Project  Class:  Enhancement,  Coordination,  efficiency,  replacement. 

Safety 

5.  SRTP  Page  Reference:  none  TIP  Page  Reference: 

pending 

6.  Proposed  Federal  Funding;  $320,000  SOURCE:  ISTEA/CMAQ 

7.  Proposed  Local  Match:  $80,000  SOURCE  unknown— 

8.  Total  Project  Cost:  Phase  I - $400,000 

9.  Prior  FTA  Funding:  none 

10.  Environmental  Document  Type  and  Status: 

NEPA:  Environmental  Assessment  Needed 
CEQA:  EIR 

11.  Compliance  with  Private  Sector  Participation  Requirements 
(Please  complete  for  annual  element  projects  only) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy 

XX No  yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above 
named  project? 

XX No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference: ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  projects? 

XX No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


Yes:  Reference: 


(If  yes.  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 


_) 


12.  Additional  Planning  Justification: 


CONSOLIDATED  TRANSIT  SERVICES  CENTER 

Tbit  project  would  consolidate  the  fueling,  maintenance,  cleaning,  and  storage  of  the  county-wide  transportation  fleet  of  buf 
the  VINE,  Napa  Valley  Transit,  demand  responsive  systems  and  the  Napa  Valley  Unified  School  District  in  one  location  where  there  is  adequi 
room  for  expansion  and  sute-of-the  an  facilities  for  diagnostics,  alternative  fuels,  and  major  repairs. 

Currently,  the  City,  County,  Volunteer  Center  (operator  of  Demand  Response  system),  and  the  School  District  all  have  s 
facilities  for  fueling,  storage,  and  repair.  This  causes  inefficiencies  and  duplication  of  effort.  In  addition,  the  City’s  facilities  are  located 
the  flood  plain  and  during  the  1986  floods  became  unusable.  Vehicle  storage  areas  arc  fast  becoming  depleted  at  all  facilities  as  fleeu  gro 
service  expands. 

In  addition,  the  transit  fleets  will  need  to  respond  to  Clean  Air  mandates,  and  consolidation  of  fueling  facilities  will  afTord 
opportunity  for  all  transit  providers  to  share  one  facility  and  source  for  alternative  fuels. 

Pooling  of  mainterunce  would  provide  aute-of-the  art  etjuipment,  sharing  of  expertise,  and  a way  to  faciliute  better  respc| 
maintenance  and  repair  problems  which  are  currently  sometimes  delsyed  for  lack  of  expertise,  equipment,  or  other  capital  and  human  resourc: 

The  Napa  Valley  Unified  School  District  currently  owns  a parcel  of  land  of  sufficient  size  to  accommodate  this  facility, 
past  three  years,  several  increasingly  formal  meetings  have  been  held  to  discuss  the  best  use  of  this  parcel  to  benefit  public  transportation  emu: 
It  is  very  likely  that,  if  the  CMA  is  able  to  obtain  funding  for  the  development  and  capiul  portion  of  the  project,  the  School  District 
more  likely  to  reduce  the  price  of  the  land  as  their  contribution  to  the  project.  This  parcel  is  contiguous  to  the  MTS,  and  has  easy  ffl 
acceM  to  the  CMA  network  on  Highway  29. 

The  City  of  Napa  will  becoiite  the  responsible  party  for  the  provision  of  ADA  service.  As  such,  it  is  to  the  City’s  advantage  to  hi 
consolidated  resources  for  mainutining  the  capiul  et]uipment  which  will  need  to  be  purchased  to  provide  complementary  paratransit  ti 
This  project  will  provide  such  a benefit,  allowing  better  monitoring  of  the  quality  of  service  on  the  street. 

This  project  will  be  broken  into  three  phases.  Phase  I will  include  the  preliminary  engineering  and  CEQA  process,  and  will : 
an  esumated  S320,000.  Phase  □ will  include  site  selection  and  land  acquisition  for  S280,(XX).  Phase  III  will  provide  the  construction ^ 
facility  for  52,000,000. 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  - 52,600,000 
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Attacnmen:  6;  Transit  Application  • Page  3 of  3 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDPrURE  PLAN 

Project:  CONSOLIDATED  SERVICE  FACILITY  - PHASE  I 

OCAfator:  CITY  OF  NAPA/COUNTY  OF  NAPA/NAPA  UNIFIED  SCHOOL  DISTRIC 

Date: 


ln^tial  Clearances  Requireo; 

(Furtner  clearances  marKec  Deiow  vnth  'o') 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE; 

FYS  3 

01  02  03  04 

FY94 

01  02  03  04 

FY95  |FY9 

Ol  02  03  04  loi  02  03  04 

TASKi; 

PRELIMINARY 

ENGINEERING 

TASK  2; 

1 

TASK  3: 

i 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (OOOS); 

FY93 

FY9 

FY9 

FY9 

UMTA^EC.9 
UMTA  SEC.3 
FAU/FAi 

OTHER  FEDERAL 

320,000 

state  TP40 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BONDS 
PROP  lie  BONDS 
FCR 

STATE/LCL  PRTNR 
OTHER  STATE 

80,000 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA (REG) 

LOCAL  (specily; 
) 

ITOTAL  FUNDS  1 

400,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  92/93 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1. 

OPERATOR:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2. 

PROJECT  NAME:  Child 

Care  Center 

3. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Construct  an  150  space 

child  care  center  adjacent 

the  Tamien  Train  Station 

4. 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

TIP  PAGE 

REFERENCE: 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,600,000 

SOURCE: 

STP/CMAQ 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH 

: 20% 

SOURCE: 

Local  1/2  cent 
Sales  Tax 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$2,000,000 

9. 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

NONE 

10. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

A high-quality,  accessible  and  affordable  child  care  center  located  at 
or  near  a major  intermodal  transit  facility  such  as  the  Tamien  train 
station,  would  offer  a strong  incentive  to  use  public  transportation. 

The  Tamien  site  is  an  ideal  location  from  the  standpoint  of  its 
proximity  to  a large  residential  neighborhood  that  appears  to  exhibit 
both  stong  demand  as  well  as  a deficiency  in  day  care  facilities. 

Also,  a child  care  facility  located  near  a transit  hub  that  features 
commuter,  light  rail  and  local  bus  service  would  have  appeal  to  public 
transportation  users. 
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CHILD  CARE  FACILITY  AT 
THE  TAMIEN  INTERMODAL  STATION 


In  this  paper  the  concept  of  incorporating  a child  care  center  into  the 
Tamien  Intermodal  Station  will  be  explored.  There  are  several  aspects  to 
the  growing  problem  of  child  care,  especially  for  the  parents  who  are  the 
working  poor.  First  the  shortage  of  affordable  child  care  forces  many  who 
would  work  full  time  either  to  reduce  their  work  hours  or  stay  at  home, 
further  reducing  their  incomes.  Second,  the  location  of  child  care  centers 
is  frequently  not  accessible  by  transit,  requiring  a car  to  be  available. 
This  can  be  a considerable  expense  for  a family  with  a lower  than  average 
income.  A large  concentration  of  these  families  are  located  near  the 
Tamien  Station  in  San  Jose.  A child  care  center  located  at  or  near  a major 
intermodal  transit  facility,  providing  high-quality,  affordable,  accessible 
child  care  would  offer  strong  incentives  to  use  public  transportation. 

1.  Growing  Demand  For  Child  Care 

The  demand  for  child  care  in  Santa  Clara  County  will  continue  to  exceed  the 
supply  throughout  the  1990' s.  The  high  percentage  of  women  who  work  will 
continue  to  increase  at  a very  slight  rate  through  2005.  Most  of  this 
increase  will  be  among  women  with  children  under  age  3.  Population  growth 
will  slow,  but  will  be  accompanied  by  a rapid  rise  in  ethnic  diversity. 

The  1990  Census  shows  San  Jose  has  no  majority  ethnic  group.  By  2005,  most 
young  people  will  be  Latino  or  Asian,  while  most  seniors  will  be  white. 

Child  care  is  expensive:  it  comprises  between  10  and  30^  of  a family's 
budget.  This  proportion  is  highest  for  the  working  poor.  San  Jose  is 
projected  to  receive  half  of  Santa  Clara  County  population  growth  over  the 
next  15  years.  This  population  will  be  more  diverse,  younger  and  have  more 
children  than  the  county  average.  An  increasing  proportion  of  children 
will  live  with  a single  working  parent,  which  will  cause  the  already  high 
demand  for  child  care  to  increase. 

Many  parents  with  below  average  incomes  find  they  need  subsidized  child 
care,  but  must  wait  long  periods  to  get  an  available  slot  for  their 
children.  This  creates  a major  barrier  to  finding  or  keeping  a job, 
frustrating  their  efforts  to  get  ahead.  Later  educational  attainment  and 
social  adjustment  of  those  children  who  have  received  child  care  is  better 
than  for  those  who  have  not.  Disadvantaged  children  in  quality  care 
ultimately  have  higher  high  school  graduation  rates,  lowered  teen  pregnancy 
rates,  and  lower  rates  of  delinquency. 
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Married  Women  With  Children  Under  3 
Percent  in  Labor  Force,  United  Stales 


Source:  BurMu  of  Libor  Stjctktkcs,  Idea 


Supply  of  Licensed  Care.  Demand  For  Child  Care 
Santa  Clara  County,  1990 


■ Supply 
^ Demand 


STRATtGC  VISON:  Santa  Ctara  Cotnty 
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2.  Need  for  Child  Care  In  Tamien  Area 


Although  infant  and  toddler  care  is  in  short  supply  in  Santa  Clara  County, 
this  shortage  is  particularly  acute  in  the  Tamien  area. 

o Of  those  requests  for  child  care  in  San  Jose  received  by  the  Santa 
Clara  County  4-C  Council  37^  were  for  infant  care,  but  only  6Z  of 
care  provided  was  for  this  group.  For  the  area  around  Tamien,  26% 
of  requests  were  for  infant  child  care,  while  only  2.3%  of  the  care 
provided  in  the  Tamien  Station  area  was  for  this  age  group,  an  even 
greater  disparity  than  for  the  city  as  a whole. 

o Overall,  the  International  Child  Resource  Institute  of  Berkeley 

estimates  43.6%  of  overall  child  care  needs,  60%  of  the  need  school 
age  child  care,  and  64%  of  infant  care  needs  in  the  Tamien  area  go 
unmet . 

o The  Tamien  area  exhibits  one  of  the  lowest  percentages  of  employed 
residents  in  the  city,  about  50.8%.  The  area  is  almost  half 
Latino,  and  26.6%  are  Spanish  speaking.  Thirty  percent  of  the 
population  is  under  18,  and  11%  is  age  5 and  under. 

0 Tamien  Station  is  located  within  the  San  Jose  Unified  School 
District,  where  18%  of  the  29,769  children  enrolled  are  from 
families  that  are  at  or  below  the  poverty  level. 

Three-quarters  of  the  infant  and  toddler  care  in  Santa  Clara  County  is 
provided  in  family  home  day  care.  This  type  of  care  has  the  greatest  space 
requirements  and  requires  one  teacher  for  every  four  children.  Child  care 
centers  can  act  as  a central  point  for  coordinating  a family  child  care 
network.  One  example  of  this  is  provided  by  Economic  and  Social 
Opportunities  Inc.,  a private,  non-profit  agency  which  currently 
coordinates  such  a network  of  30  family  day  care  homes  out  of  the  Alma 
Preschool,  not  far  from  Tamien  Station. 

3.  Reduce  Dependency  of  Child  Care  Users  on  Automobiles 

According  to  an  annual  poll  conducted  by  the  Bay  Area  Council,  the  major 
concern  of  residents  in  the  Bay  Area  Region  has  been  the  transportation 
problem.  People  in  Santa  Clara  County  are  even  more  concerned  about 
transportation  than  the  rest  of  the  region.  In  the  past  some  believed  that 
the  automobile  could  provide  all  transportation  needs,  and  this  is 
reflected  in  the  design  of  suburban  manufacturing,  office  and  R & D areas 
which  lack  sidewalks  and  transit  amenities,  and  food  and  child  care 
services  nearby.  Severe  peak  hour  traffic  congestion,  lengthy  commutes  and 
the  region's  worst  air  quality  problems  stem  from  the  separation  of 
residential  areas  and  commercial  services  from  the  workplace.  Because  of 
the  automobile's  central  role  in  air  quality  problems,  a major  effort  to 
reduce  the  number  of  employer-based  trips  is  being  pursued. 

Many  things  are  being  done  to  reduce  the  dependence  that  Santa  Clara 
County's  residents  have  on  single  occupant  automobile  driving.  The 
County's  Transportation  2010  Plan  has  identified  a long  range  plan  which 
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give  a strong  emphasis  to  a future  based  on  rail  transportation 
improvements.  San  Jose's  recent  housing  initiative  proposed  the  zoning  of 
areas  along  light  rail  for  moderately  high-density  housing  coupled  with 
neighborhood  commercial  development.  New  housing  growth  would  be 
concentrated  along  the  Light  Rail  line,  much  of  it  in  the  Communications 
Hill  area  and  at  Tamien.  The  population  in  the  area  within  a one-mile 
radius  uses  transit  for  6.6%  of  trips,  about  double  the  average  for  the 
county.  Vith  light  rail  service,  coordinated  bus  services,  and  Commuter 
Rail  service,  the  area  will  provide  one  of  the  best-served  transit  markets 
in  the  county  and  a natural  meeting  point  for  carpoolers. 

Location  of  a child  care  center  at  the  Tamien  Site  would  maximize  the 
opportunities  for  transit  and  ridesharing  use,  reduce  traffic  congestion 
and  personal  transportation  expenses,  and  help  to  meet  local  Air  Quality 
goals  as  well.  Many  parents  now  find  it  necessary  to  drive  alone  an 
average  of  six  to  eight  extra  miles  daily,  in  order  to  access  child  care. 

A child  care  facility  located  at  the  Tamien  Intermodal  Station  would  allow 
some  of  these  people  to  combine  this  trip  to  child  care  with  the  commute  to 
work. 

Provision  of  a care  program  for  mildly  ill  children  would  reduce  the  need 
for  driving  alone.  Vhere  this  sort  of  care  is  not  provided,  the  parent 
must  leave  work  suddenly  when  they  receive  a phone  call  that  their  infant 
is  ill.  Since  commuter  rail  has  relatively  infrequent  schedules,  this  is  a 
major  deterrent  to  its  use.  This  need  to  take  care  of  a sick  child  also  a 
prevents  participation  in  carpools  because  of  the  rigid  schedules  involved. 
Since  the  average  parent  needs  to  leave  work  to  care  for  an  ill  child  eight 
times  a year,  mildly  ill  child  care  would  remove  one  barrier  to  transit  and 
ridesharing  use. 

4.  Tamien  Station  Area  Ideal  Location 

The  Tamien  site  is  attractive  for  the  development  of  child  care  facilities 
to  serve  both  the  local  and  regional  markets.  The  Tamien  Station  is  an 
ideal  location  for  child  care  facilities  in  close  proximity  to  a 
residential  neighborhood  that  exhibits  both  strong  demand  and  a deficit  in 
the  supply,  for  accessible,  affordable,  quality  child  care.  Additionally, 
a child  care  facility-  located  near  a transit  hub  that  features  commuter  and 
light  rail,  and  local  bus  services  would  have  appeal  to  a much  larger 
population  segment.  A recent  Needs  Assessment  prepared  by  the 
International  Child  Resource  Institute  (ICRI)  concluded  that  the 
demographics  around  the  Tamien  Station  will  support  a child  care  center 
that  would  serve  from  80  and  200  children.  Tamien  Station  provides  an 
accessible,  safe  and  convenient  location  for  a day  care  center. 

5.  Alternative  Scenarios  for  Tamien  Child  Care 

The  need  for  child  care  in  the  Tamien  area  should  be  a top  public  priority 
even  in  the  face  of  the  current  economic  recession.  The  expense  of  family 
child  care  for  infants  and  toddlers  coupled  with  high  need  for  this  kind  of 
care  among  low  income  families  makes  consideration  of  some  sort  of  subsidy 
provision  for  child  care  users  desirable,  but  the  scarcity  of  public  funds 
to  support  such  subsidy  programs  is  painfully  evident.  Under  AFDC  those 
enrolled  in  job  training  are  eligible  to  receive  assistance  for  child  care 
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services.  At  the  current  time  the  Santa  Clara  County  Social  Services 
department  has  a list  of  11-12,000  people  who  are  waiting  to  receive  these 
funds.  Available  resources  are  insufficient  to  subsidize  local  day  care 
needs  in  the  Tamien  area  in  a timely  fashion. 

A.  Institutional  Alternatives 

This  creates  the  need  for  local  governments  to  be  creative  in  exploring  new 
methods  and  arrangements  to  operate  and  finance  a child  care  center.  Three 
options  on  for  organizing  ongoing  operations  were  presented  in  the  ICRI 
Needs  Assessment: 

o Option  A - Child  Care  Center  would  be  established  as  an  independent 
non-profit  entity  with  its  own  Board  of  Directors  selected  from  the 
community,  local  service  providers,  and  the  The  Transit  District. 
The  District  would  not  directly  control  the  child  care  center,  and 
although  it  could  make  grants  to  the  Center,  but  would  not  be 
obligated  to.  This  would  involve  no  ongoing  expenditures  on  the 
part  of  the  District.  The  child  care  facility  would  essentially  be 
leased  at  nominal  cost  to  the  independent  care  provider,  who  would 
assume  continuing  control  of  day-to-day  operations  and  legal 
liability. 

o Option  B - The  Transit  District  could  operate  the  child  care  center 
itself  or  in  conjunction  with  the  county.  This  would  operate  under 
the  current  county  personnel  and  budget  structure  and  would  involve 
administrative  costs  in  addition  to  ongoing  expenditures  on  the 
part  of  the  district.  The  county  or  district  would  assume 
continuing  control  of  day-to-day  operations  and  legal  liability. 

o Option  C - The  Transit  District  would  contract  directly  with  an 
outside  provider  of  child  care  services  via  competitive  bidding. 
Quality  standards  would  be  established,  and  penalties  for 
noncompliance  set  forth.  The  district  could  still  retain  some 
control  and  would  be  relieved  of  day-to-day  operating 
responsibilities,  but  potentially  could  have  legal  liability. 


A.  Physical  Alternatives 

1.  Stand-alone  Child  Care  Center 

The  ICRI  study  identified  three  potential  sites  for  a stand-alone 
day  care  center  on  the  Tamien  Site,  which  would  provide  care  for  from 
125  to  150  children.  Infant,  toddler,  preschool  and  school  age 
children  would  all  be  provided  for  at  these  locations.  Two  of  these 
locations  would  utilize  a 3/4  acre  parcel  and  as  a result  would  have 
a more  open  feel.  Another  site  would  require  a two-story  structure  on 
a .4  acre  parcel  and  would  more  challenging  to  design  and  operate,  or 
alternately  a smaller  center  could  be  built. 

All  of  these  sites  would  use  the  "mini-center”  layout,  arranging  the 
facilities  around  a central  courtyard  while  retaining  individual  small 
group  classrooms.  A common  entrance  to  the  facility  would  also  provide 
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security.  Any  child  care  center  would  need  to  be  located  away  from 
diesel  fumes  from  buses  and  CalTrain  locomotives,  and  far  enough  from 
the  Guadalupe  Freeway  to  minimize  noise  problems. 

The  estimated  costs  for  a child  care  center  at  Tamien  could  exceed 
available  County  funding.  The  District  is  prohibited  from  using  state 
transportation  funds  to  operate  or  construct  a child  care  center. 

B.  Joint  Development 

While  the  ICRI  study  looked  at  a child  care  center  only  as  an 
stand-alone  development,  strong  potential  exists  for  Joint  Development 
at  the  Tamien  Station  site.  This  could  result  in  provision  of  quality 
child  care  services  by  leveraging  public  resources.  Joint  development 
possibilities  will  be  developed  in  this  section. 

Joint  development  at  Tamien  would  involve  the  use  of  a portion  of  the 
17  1/2  acres  of  land  being  held  for  park-and-ride  lot  development  for  a 
moderate-density  housing  development  built  with  a future  phase  of 
park-and-ride  lot  construction. 

Either  a private  for-profit,  a private,  non-profit  development,  or  a 
public  housing  project  could  be  involved  in  the  development  of  plans 
for  the  site.  The  Housing  Authority  of  Santa  Clara  County  provides  the 
federal  grant-assisted  public  housing  for  the  county,  and  participates 
in  the  provision  of  privately  provided  affordable  housing  financed 
through  state  bonds,  public  incentives  and  other  programs.  They  have 
indicated  interest  in  further  examination  of  the  opportunity  to  use  the 
•'air  rights"  at  the  Tamien  Station  site.  Other  private,  non-profit 
organizations  responsible  for  providing  most  of  the  low-cost  housing  in 
the  county  might  also  be  interested. 

Housing  would  be  built  above  new  park-and-ride  lots  or  structured 
parking  facilities  provided  in  exchange  for  the  use  of  this  space  by  a 
developer.  This  would  involve  a private  low-and  moderate  income 
housing  developer.  In  lieu  of  annual  rent  the  developer  would  agree  to 
construct  and  operate  (or  provide  for  the  operation  of)  a child  care 
facility  as  a part  of  the  project.  In  this  option,  a child  care  center 
could  be  provided  with  minimal  expenditure  of  public  funds,  and  a new 
source  of  funds  to  subsidize  low-income  users  of  child  care. 
Organizational  options  similar  to  those  presented  in  the  previous 
section  for  operating  a stand-alone  child  care  center.  Responsibility 
for  legal  liabilities  in  a joint  use  situation  should  not  be  markedly 
different  than  for  a stand-alone  child  care  center. 
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An  Agency  of  the  County  of  Santa  Clara  P.O.  Box  611900.  San  Jose.  CA  95161-1900 


TAMIEN  CHILD  CARE  CENTER 


ICRI  CHILD  CARE  NEEDS  ASSESSMENT  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


STAFF  ANALYSIS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


(April  27,  1992) 


A.  Background 

A child  care  needs  assessment  and  recommendations  for  the  Tamien 
Child  Care  Center  was  developed  by  International  Child  Resource 
Institute  (ICRI).  That  report  includes  an  executive  summary  of 
what  was  studied,  what  was  found,  and  what  is  recommended.  The 
following  provides  a further  explanation  of  those  areas. 

1.  What  Was  Studied  - The  ICRI  report  consisted  of  a 
feasibility  study  of: 

a.  Demographic  review  of  transit  user  profile 
development  within  Santa  Clara  County,  the  City  of 
San  Jose  and  one  and  three  mile  radius  areas 
■surrounding  -Tamien  Station. 

b.  Neighborhood  and  transit  pattern  assessment  in 
relation  to  child  care  need  to  determine  the  demand 
for  child  care  facilities  in  the  Tamien  area. 

c.  Review  of  the  proposed  site  and  the  development  of 
alternate  locations  and  facility  configurations  at 
the  site. 

d.  Determination  of  optimal  size  of  the  facility  with 
alternatives  based  on  budget  considerations  and  land 
constraints. 

e.  Design  considerations  to  address  regulatory 
licensing,  zoning  and  health  and  safety  requirements. 

f.  Policy  considerations  for  encouraging  transit 
customers'  use  of  the  child  care  center,  including 
goverance,  administrative  and  operating 
considerations . 

2.  What  Was  Found  - ICRI  determined  that  the  existing  child 
care  supply  in  the  Tamien  area  does  not  adequately  meet  the 
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demand.  The  demand  will  support  a center  to  serve  a 
minimum  of  80  children  and  a maximum  of  200  children.  The 
following  age  groups,  in  descending  order,  have  the  highest 
level  of  demand  for  child  care  - (1)  infant  and  toddler, 

(2)  school-age,  eind  (3)  preschool.  There  is  also  a need 
for  mildly-ill  children  care  or  occasional  care.  And,  a 
child  care  center  at  the  Taraien  Station  will  likely 
increase  the  use  of  public  transportation. 

3.  yhat  is  Recommended  - ICRI  developed  recommendations  for 
locations  of  the  child  care  center  and  programming  issues. 

a.  Location  Issues  - The  recommended  location  at  the 
Tamien  Station  is  the  future  Caltrain  parking  lot  on 
Transit  District  land  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
entrance  to  the  lot  on  Lick  Avenue  ("Lick  Avenue 
location").  It  will  consist  of  three  quarters  of  an 
acre  and  will  serve  a child  care  center  for  up  to  150 
children.  An  alternative  location  is  in  the  future 
Caltrain  parking  lot  at  the  corner  of  Goodyear  Street 
and  the  Caltrain  tracks  ("Goodyear  Street  location"). 
Options  include  a one  story  center  on  three  quarters 
of  an  acre  and  a two  story  center  on  four-tenths  of 
an  acre. 

b.  Programming  Issues  - A viable  option  for  care  of 
mildly-ill  children  and  occasional  care  is  the 
development  of  a satellite  family  day  care  home  at  a 
site  near  the  Tamien  Station.  ICRI  also  recommends 
development  of  a specialized  transit  related  resource 
and  referral  service. 

B.  Project  Budget  and  Cost  Estimates 

The  original  budget  established  for  the  Tamien  Child  Care  Center 
is  $620,000.  An  additional  $500,000  was  included  for  child  care 
as  part  of  the  appropriation  for  the  Multimodal  Terminal  project, 
increasing  the  total  budget  to  $1,120,000.  The  amount  expended 
to  date  is  $16,040  for  ICRI  fees  for  the  development  of  the  child 
care  needs  assessment  and  recommendations.  The  amount  currently 
available  for  the  remainder  of  the  project  is  approximately 
$1,100,000. 

Staff  developed  project  cost  estimates,  using  the  construction 
costs  in  the  ICRI  report,  for  two  alternatives: 

“ ICRI's  minimum  sized  center  for  80  children. 

® ICRI's  maximum  sized  center  for  150  children. 
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The  cost  breakdown  and  facility  size  for  each  alternative  is: 


Child  Care  Capacity  (children) 

80 

150 

Unit  Area  Building  (SF/child) 

55 

55 

Unit  Area  Play  Yard  (SF/child) 

75 

75 

BUILDING  AREA  (SF) 

4,400 

8,250 

PLAY  YARD  AREA  (SF) 

6,000 

11,250 

Unit  Cost  Building  ($/SF) 

$ 

101 

$ 

101 

Unit  Cost  Play  Yard  ($/SF) 

$ 

13 

$ 

13 

SITE  IMPROVEMENTS/UTILITY  HOOK-UPS 

$ 

50,000 

$ 

50,000 

(See  Note  3) 
BUILDING  COST 

443,456 

833,250 

PLAY  YARD  COST 

76,385 

146,250 

TOTAL  COST 

$569,841 

$1 

,029,500 

Supplemental  Work  Allowance  S¥A 

56,984 

102,950 

Reasonable  Bid  Allowance  RBA 

62,683 

$ 

113,245 

TOTAL  CONSTRUCTION  COST 

$689,508 

$1: 

,245,695 

DESIGN  COST 

Assessment/Feasibility  Study  (ICRI) 

16,000 

16,000 

Expert  Consulting  Services  (Advice/Review) 

32,500 

32,500 

(ICRI) 

Geotechnical,  Topo  Survey  - Allowance 

15,000 

15,000 

(see  Note  1) 

Project  Management  Design  Phase  (8hrs/wk) 

18,720 

18,720 

Architectural  Design  (700hrs  for  80  child) 

46,314 

87,300 

Structural  Design  (60hrs  for  80  child) 

5,869 

11,000 

Mechanical/Electrical  Design  (lOOhrs 

6,616 

12,500 

for  80  child) 

Landscape  Design  (60hrs  for  80  child) 

5,615 

10,800 

Signage  Design 

5,000 

9,500 

TOTAL  DESIGN  COST 

$151,635 

$ 

213,320 

DESIGN  CONSTRUCTION  SERVICES  COST 
Plan  Check  Review-Allowance  for  Building 

6,500 

12,250 

Official 

Advertising/Bidding  (80hrs) 

5,340 

5,340 

Project  Management  Construction  Phase 

16,068 

24,102 

(8hrs/wk) 

Design  Construction  Services  (8hrs/wk) 

12,855 

19,282 

TOTAL  DESIGN  CONSTRUCTION  SERVICES  COST 

40,763 

60,974 

CONSTRUCTION  INSPECTION 

67,036 

92,973 

FURNITURE 

Furniture/Equipment-Allowance 

100,000 

150,000 
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START-UP  COST 

Licenses,  Fees,  Taxes-Allowance  2,500  2,500 

Publicity  & Advertising-Allowance  1,500  1,500 

Supplies -Allowance 8^000  15 , 000 

TOTAL  START-UP  COST  12,000  19,000 

PROJECT  CONTINGENCY  (lOZ)  106,094  178,196 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  1,167,036  1,960,158 

NOTE  1:  EIR  not  included. 

NOTE  2:  Construction  costs  shown  are  inflated  to  mid-point  of  construction. 

NOTE  3:  Site  improvements  do  not  include  on-site  parking  for  staff  which 

will  be  accommodated  in  the  Caltrain  parking  lot. 


C.  Operating  Cost  Estimates 


Staff  developed  operating  cost  estimates  for  the  80  and  150  child 
care  centers  based  on  information  in  the  ICRI  report,  supplemental 
information  provided  by  ICRI,  and  costs  provided  by  the  YUCA,  the 
operator  of  the  Valley  Medical  Center  (VMC)  Child  Care  Center. 


80  Child 

150  Child 

VMC  63  Child 

Center 

Center 

Center 

Annual  Registration  Fee 

$ 50 

$ 50 

$ 35 

Child  Care  Monthly  Fee 

Infants 

$ 534 

$ 534 

$ 500 

Toddlers 

500 

500 

480 

Transitional  Twos 

471 

471 

404 

Preschool 

422 

422 

340 

School-age 

219 

219 



Annual  Income 

$439,072 

$654,671 

not  known 

Annual  Expenses 

$501,280 

$643,734 

not  known 

Annual  Loss /Gain 

$ 62,208 

$ 10,937 

$36,000 

loss 

gain 

loss 

(w/o  overhead  costs; 

D.  Project  Schedule 

The  timeline  for  establishing  the  child  care  center  is  detailed 
below. 


Design  9 months 

(concurrent  with  zoning  & 
environmental) 

3 months 


Advertisement/award/ 
contractor  compliance 
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Construction 


80  child  care  center 
150  child  care  center 


6 months 
9 months 


(concurrent  with  licensing 
& nonprofit  provider) 


Total 

80  child  care  center 
150  child  care  enter 


18  months 
21  months 


E.  Goverance  Options 

ICRI  developed  three  alternatives  for  goverance  options  for  the  child 
care  center  which  are  detailed  in  the  report.  In  general,  they 
consist  of  the  following: 

1.  Establish  as  a non-profit  entity  - Operating  the  center  as  an 
autonomous  unit  with  its  own  board  of  directors  requires 
development  of  a new  entity  which  separates  the  Transit  District 
from  the  center. 

2.  Operate  the  center  as  division  of  the  Transit  District  - 
Requires  development  of  a separate  child  care  unit  and  applying 
County  employee  practices  and  policies  to  child  care  personnel; 
administration  liability  and  budget  issues  are  a part  of  this 
option. 

3.  Develop  a contract  between  the  Transit  District  and  an  outside 
provider  of  child  care  services  - The  Transit  District  exercises 
less  control  over  daily  operations  but  lessens  the  liability  and 
budget  issues  to  the  District. 

F.  Staff  Recommendations 

1.  Proceed  with  design  and  construction  of  a child  care  center  for 
150  children  on  the  three  quarter  acre  Lick  Avenue  location. 

Apply  for  $1,600,000  for  ISTEA  funds  (CMAQ-Congestion  Management 
and  Air  Quality)  in  the  1993  TIP  (Transportation  Improvement 
Program).  Provide  $400,000  for  the  local  match. 

If  ISTEA  funds  are  not  approved,  proceed  with  an  80  child  care 
center  to  stay  within  the  $1,100,000  budget. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  150  child  care  center  will  be 
operationally  self-sustaining  when  filled  to  capacity.  The  80 
child  care  center,  when  at  full  capacity,  will  need  to  be 
subsidized  by  an  annual  cost  estimated  to  be  $62,000. 

2.  Proceed  with  staff  design.  Consultants  will  be  needed  for  expert 
consulting  services  and  geotechnical  and  structural  services. 

3.  Work  with  the  County  Child  Care  Operating  Policies  Committee  to 
determine  the  best  governance  option  to  provide  quality, 
affordable  child  care  while  minimizing  liability  to  the  District. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  9J/94 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Planning  Update 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Update  of  T-2010  Plan;  costs  associated  with 
consulting  services  & other  costs  associated  with  the  bi-annual 
update  of  the  County's  20  year  Transportation  Plan 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $240,000  SOURCE:  STP 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  20Z  SOURCE:  Local  1/2  cent 

Sales  Taxz 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $300,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  NONE 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  ”yes”,  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  hov  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

J: ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  T-2010  Plan  was  adopted  March  24,  1992.  It  is  the  Countywide 
Transportation  Plan  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  AB  3705. 
This  law  calls  for  an  update  of  the  Plan  every  two  years.  This 
update  is  important  to  review  and  modify  priorities  for  input  into 
the  update  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  and  for  setting 
funding  priorities  for  County  projects. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  93/94 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Almaden  Double  Tracking 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Design  for  double  tracking  & other  upgrades  to 
Almaden  leg  of  Guadalupe  Corridor 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $400,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  20%  SOURCE:  Local  1/2  cent 

Sales  Tax 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $500,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  NONE 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  


- 331  • 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  hov  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

j ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Current  operation  is  restricted  to  a rail  shuttle  operation  on  the 
single  track  on  the  leg  between  Ohlone  and  Almaden  Station. 
Upgrading  including  double  tracking  will  allow  for  more  efficient 
operation,  better  coordination  of  service  between  the  shuttle 
and  regular  LRT  line,  and  capability  for  expanded  service 
frequency. 

Construction  expected  to  be  funded  through  future  allocation 
of  FTA  Fixed  Guideway  dollars. 
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Transit  Application  - Page  1 of  3 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATIOtJ  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  Q?-Q^ 
of  MTC’s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Highway  17  Rail  Feasibility  Study  (Sun  Tan  Special) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Phase  1 Feasiblity  Study,  prepare  a preliminary 

feasiblity  study  with  initial  recommendations  of  possible  rail  alternatives 
on  the  Route  17  Corridor  between  Santa  Clara  and  Santa  Cruz  Counties. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $^^.000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (25%)=  $10,000 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE;  STP 


SOURCE;  Local  1/2  cent 
Sales  Tax 

a.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $50,000  (bi-region  joint  funding 

proposal  described  on  Page  2) 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  NONE 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS: 
CEQ.A  STATUS; 


11,  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANWAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY)  : 

a.  was  tne  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as.  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

___  No.  _____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  eectcr  tc  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  ycur  ability  tc  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

_____  No.  ______  Yee:  SRTP  Paga  Reference  . 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
irapodimants?  Reference  ) 
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Attachment  6:  Transit  Application  - Page  2 of  3 


d.  Have  you  received  any  fonnal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  PeTerence  “ 

(if  yes,  how  nave  the  complaints  teen”  address ed?  Reforenc® 

) 


2 ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

State  Route  17  between  Santa  Clara  and  Santa  Cruz  Counties  is  a heavily 
used  and  highly  congested  conriute  and  recreation  corridor. 

In  January  1990,  the  SfXTO  eoa*"d  approved  the  re-establ  Ishment  of  the 
SunTan  Special  Joint  Committee  with  the  Santa  Cruz  County  Board  of 
Supervisors.  This  proposed  Phase  i feasiblity  study  in  the  amount  of 
$100,000' is  the- first  of  five  in  the  federal  study  sequence  which  would 
done  jointly  by  ANBAG  and  MTC  with  local  matching  funds  from  the  Santa  Cruz 
County  Metropolitan  Transit  District  and  SCXTO. 

All  necessary  funding  for  Phase  1 is  in  place  with  the  exception  of  the 
remaining  $40,000  required  from  the  MTC  region.  The  proposed  Phase  I 
funding  is  as  fellows: 

MTC  Region  $40,000 

AMBAG  Region  $40,000 

SCCTD  $10,000  (in  FY  1392  Budget) 

SCMTD  $10X00 

Total  $100,000 

The  proposed  Phase  1 Feaiblity  Study  would  conduct  an  inter-regional 
assessnfient  of  the  potential  for  passenger  rail  service  once  again 
between  the  two  counties  over  the  Santa  Cruz  Mountains.  The  study  will 
evaluate  and  develop  Initial  recomuended  alte-^natl ves  for  further  study 
Of  rail  transit  as  a ineans  to  inproving  capacity  and  traffic  conditions 
on  Route  17.  Attached  Is  a description  of  major  tastes  for  completion 
in  Phase  1 prepared  by  AMBAG  as  part  of  its  OWF. 
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Elemont  671:  Highway  17  Rail  Feaslbintv  Study 


To  conduct  an  inter-regicnaJ  assessment  of  the  potential  for  passenger  ra2  service  between 
Santa  Cruz  and  Santa  Clara  Counties.  The  study  will  evaluate  rail  transit  as  a means  tc 
improve  capacity  and  traffic  conditions  on  Stats  Highway  17. 

Previous  and  Ongbinq  Work: 

A previous  assessment  cf  passenger  rail  was  made  in  1973.  The  information  collected  at 
that  time  is  out^f-date  and  not  responsive  to  the  current  riderahip  demand,  funding  and 
regulatory  cfimate. 

Major  Product  fY  1991/92  (Phase  1>: 

0 Prefiminary  feasibility  study  with  initial  recommendations  of  alternatives.  The  study  vnUI 
detennine  whether  or  not  a final  feasibility  study  and  subsequent  alternatives  analysis  is 
warranted. 

Major  Tasks  FY  1991  /92  (Phase  1^: 

o Conduct  site  Investigations  and  Interview  City  and  County  officials  In  an  effort  to  Identify 
all  possible  fixed  guideway  corridors  and  their  potential  alignments. 

o Develop  a description  of  the  candidate  afignments  and  their  general  candition. 

Contract  the  Wentiflcailon  of  appropriate  technologies  for  candidate  alignments  to  a 
consultant  experienced  in  fixed  guideway  technologies. 

o Match  potential  technologies  to  promising  alignments  giving  full  consideration  to 
potential  patronage,  costs,  environmental  and  other  impacts.  Investigate  the  methods 
to  integrate  the  guideway  operation  with  the  regional  transportation  system. 

o Develop  cost  estimates  for  candidate  alignments  to  include  the  following  factors: 
capital  cast,  cost  saving  due  to  paralle!  bus  service  reduction,  economic  benefits  to 
offset  iransportaticn  development  costs,  savings  in  otiier  planned  transportation 
programs,  potential  financial  contributions  from  private  sources,  and  financiaJiy 
mitigating  effects  of  related  environmental  or  social  benefits. 

a Review  material  collected  and  generated  on  candidate  alignments  and  select  for  further 
consideration  those  alternatives  which  appear  feasible. 

o Prepare  draft  and  final  report  summarizing  work  conducted  under  Phase  1. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  92  - 93 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


July  21,  1992 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  5 - Replace  Fare  Collection  System/Translink 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Upgrade  fare  collection  system,  including  data 

collection,  reliability,  security,  and  capability  to  accept  the 
"Universal  Ticket" . 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (12)  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 


5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  161 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
$ 6,000,000  SOURCE: 

$ 1,500,000  SOURCE: 

$ 7,500,000 

I STATUS: 


FTA  CMAQ 

TSM/ BRIDGE  TOLLS 


NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (14) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  __________ 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  submission  is  based  on  our  Fare  Collection  System  Replacement 
Program  that  we  have  submitted  in  previous  years.  Replacement  of  our 
Fare  Collection  System  is  essential  in  order  for  the  District  to  be  able 
to  participate,  as  programmed,  in  the  Regionally  sponsored  "Universal 
Ticket"  (Translink)  project.  This  program  is  available  to  move  forward 
depending  on  the  progress  of  the  Translink  demonstration  project  by 
Central  Contra  Costa  County  Transit  Authority  and  BART,  and  the 
availability  of  a one  piece  farebox  with  ticket  validator. 

AC  Transit  is  scheduled  to  be  involved  in  Phase  2 of  this  project  and 
initially  was  programmed  to  use  the  District's  Emeryville,  Division  2, 
buses  for  the  demonstration.  However,  Phase  2 will  now  include 
equipping  the  full  AC  Transit  bus  fleet  to  accept  the  "Universal  Ticket" 
rather  than  the  District's  Division  2 buses.  The  project  cost  is 
currently  scheduled  for  FY  1992-93  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000. 

The  District  implemented  its  present  electronic  registering  farebox 
system  in  fiscal  year  1982-83.  AC  Transit  collects  over  $30  million  in 
passenger  revenue  annually,  of  which  approximately  70  percent  is 
collected  on  board  in  the  form  of  cash,  bills,  transfers  and  tickets. 
The  present  system  has  proved  of  significant  benefit  in  processing  this 
revenue . 


Since  then,  however,  major  technological  advances  have  greatly  enhanced 
the  reliability  and  usefulness  of  electronic  fareboxes  and  the  data  they 
collect.  These  advances  include: 


o Recording  the  operator's  I.D., 

o Passenger  counts  by  type,  location,  date  and  time, 

o Route,  run  and  trip  information,  including  date  and  time, 

o Unlimited  possibilities  for  subtotals  and  combinations  of  the 
above , 

o Time  and  date  record  of  when  the  cash  box  is  removed  and  for 
how  long, 

o Time  and  date  record  of  cash  box  being  emptied,  including 
location  and  amount, 

o An  alarm  on  farebox  indicating  the  cash  box  is  not  in  place, 
or  has  been  tampered  with, 

o Capability  to  upgrade  fareboxes  and  system  to  accept  the 
"Universal  Pass",  and 

o Capability  to  process  increases  in  cash  fare,  even  if  fare  is 
increased  to  $1. 
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Given  these  considerations,  the  District  now  plans  to  replace  its 
present  electronic  fare  collection  system.  This  is  now  programmed  for 
the  FY  1992-93  budget  year. 

It  would  be  impractical  to  convert  this  system  on  a piecemeal  basis. 
Therefore,  it  is  the  intent  of  the  District  to  replace  the  entire 
Electronic  Fare  Collection  system  during  the  course  of  this  project. 
New  farebox  equipment  would  require  a different  receiving  vault  and 
farebox  probe  than  presently  used.  Our  present  collection  areas  at  the 
divisions  are  not  big  enough  to  house  both  collection  systems.  Using 
two  different  systems  would  also  cause  much  confusion  for  both  drivers 
and  personnel  emptying  the  fareboxes.  Passengers  could  also  be  confused 
by  encountering  different  fareboxes  on  different  buses,  with  their 
ticket  and  cash  slots  in  different  places.  The  reliability  of  the  data 
collected  in  such  a case  would  be  questionable.  The  new  system  would 
also  require  new  computer  hardware  and  software  that  might  not  be 
compatible  with  the  present  hardware  and  software. 

A few  buses  currently  are  equipped  with  upgraded  equipment  that  can 
accumulate  data  on  a trip-by-trip  basis.  At  the  end  of  each  trip,  the 
operator  can  push  a button  that  causes  the  farebox  to  record  the  data 
separately  for  a particular  trip,  thus  permitting  more  detailed 
analysis  of  ridership  and  fare  receipts.  Our  experience  with  this  new 
equipment  has  shown  that  by  utilizing  new  technology,  we  can  eliminate 
current  difficulties  in  the  reliability  of  our  ridership/farebox  data 
plus  better  monitor  our  routes  on  a daily  basis. 

Replacement  of  the  present  system  would  also  give  our  fareboxes  the 
capability  to  accept  the  "universal  ticket".  The  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  has  been  working  with  regional  transit 
operators  for  several  years  to  develop  a universal  ticket  good  for  all 
operators.  The  first  phase  of  the  regional  project  is  currently  being 
demonstrated  by  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART)  and  the 
Central  Contra  Costa  County  Transit  Agency  (CCCTA) . AC  Transit  is 
scheduled  to  be  involved  in  Phase  2 of  this  project.  Phase  2 will 
include  equipping  the  full  AC  Transit  bus  fleet  to  accept  the  "Universal 
Pass".  Accomplishment  of  this  project  will  use  new  technology  that  is 
currently  being  developed  including  a one  piece  farebox  with  a 
"universal  ticket"  validator,  and  the  ability  to  automatically  download 
data  without  using  a probe. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  Electronic  Fare  Collection  system  will  provide 
a central  data  base  capable  of  recording  different  kinds  of  pass 
ridership  such  as  the  new  joint  AC/BART  pass.  This  detailed  information 
on  ridership  and  revenues  will  enable  Management  to  make  better  informed 
decisions  and  facilitate  regional  distribution  of  revenues. 

Replacement  of  the  Fare  Collection  System  will  also  include  upgrading 
the  District's  revenue  collection  security.  This  project  was  developed 
as  a result  of  findings  by  the  Alameda  County  Grand  Jury  and  subsequent 
research  done  by  DeLoitte  and  Touche.  Deloitte  and  Touche  noted  in 
their  final  report  the  lack  of  controls  which  require  equipment 
enhancement  to  be  corrected. 
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The  Revenue  Collection  Security  portion  of  the  project  would  include: 


o Enhancement  and/or  replacement  of  video  related  equipment  at  all 
revenue  collection  facilities.  This  will  include: 

-Divisional  fuel  islands; 

-Customer  service  locations; 

Oakland 
San  Francisco; 

-General  Office  Vault; 

-Enhancement  of  lighting  at  Divisional  fuel  islands  near  revenue 
collection  equipment. 

o Repair  and  obtain  service  contract  for  UPS  (Uninterrupted  Power 
Supply)  at  each  division. 

o Install  "loose  revenue"  collection  receptacles  in  each  division 
revenue  collection  area, 
o Install  spare  receiver  unit  at  Division  2. 

o Install  silent  alarms  directed  to  local  police  department (s)  at 
both  customer  service  locations. 


Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 
project. 

Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  passengers  as  fare  collec- 
tion will  be  facilitated,  Driver/Passenger  confrontation  over 
fare  paid  should  be  eliminated  by  the  visual  display  of  the 
fare  paid  plus  more  reliable  data  on  which  to  base  decisions 
will  be  collected  regarding  route-level  patronage. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system  produc- 
tivity, efficiency,  safety  and  security  as  the  new  equipment 
will  provide  the  capability  of  more  accurately  collecting 
specific  statistical  data  on  the  types  and  classes  of  passen- 
gers boarding  District  buses  and  the  time  and  location  of 
these  boardings.  This  data  will  be  fed  into  the  MIS  System  to 
provide  significant  management  information  upon  which  more 
accurate  and  timely  evaluation  and  operating  decisions  can  be 
made.  The  new  accessory  equipment  (vaults)  will  eliminate 
manual  functions  and  increase  security. 

3.  This  project  does  address  significant  or  regional  goals  or 
policies.  The  statistical  data  noted  above  will  enable  us  to 
better  determine  and  address  the  needs  of  the  elderly  and 
handicapped  as  well  as  interoperator  transfer  points.  The 
implementation  of  equipment  to  accept  the  "Universal  Pass" 
will  also  address  the  regional  goal  of  interoperator  coordina- 
tion plus  distribution  of  revenues. 

This  project  will  also  address  significant  or  regional  goals 
or  policies  regarding  security  of  revenue  collection  facili- 
ties and  processes.  We  believe  this  project  should  receive  a 
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score  of  10  as  the  project  was  developed  as  a result  of 
findings  by  the  Grand  Jury  and  further  investigation  conducted 
by  DeLoite  and  Touche.  It  is  important  that  this  project  be 
implemented  as  soon  as  possible. 

4.  This  project  includes  replacement  of  the  fare  collection 
system  presently  in  use  thus  upgrading  of  capabilities  and 
reliability  of  our  fare  collection  equipment,  allowing  us  to 
more  effectively  maintain  our  service. 
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DATE: 
PREPARED  BY: 
AGENCY: 
PHONE : 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 
1993  FEDERAL  TIP 

(Fill  out  one  form  for  each  project) 

June  3.  1993 

Kevin  S.  Dauahton 

City  of  Fairfield 

il01\  428-7590 


PROJECT  SPONSOR 
Sponsoring  Agency: 
Implementing  Agency: 
Operating  Agency: 
PROJECT  LOCATION 


City  of  Fairfield 
City  of  Fairfield 
City  of  Fairfield 


COUNTY-ROUTE: 


Interstate  Route  80 


STATE  HIGHWAYS:  Post  Mile  Back:  13.49  Post  Mile  Ahead:  17.92 


CALTRANS  PPNO. EA: 


ARTERIALS:  Length  of  project  (in  miles)  NA 

Signals:  No 

LOCATION:  Describe  briefly  and  attach  a vicinity  map  and  a project 
location  map  labeled  with  county/route/project  limits. 

The  project  is  referred  to  as  the  Fairfield  Regional  Transportation 
Center  and  consists  of  two  separate  sites.  The  first  site  is 
located  at  the  junction  of  1-80  and  Rockville  Road,  and  the  second 
at  the  junction  of  1-80  and  Red  Top  Road  (map  attached)  . Both 
locations  are  on  the  north  side  (a.m.  peak)  of  1-80. 

Site  #1  will  replace  and  expand  an  existing  change  of  mode  facility 
located  at  West  Texas  and  Beck  Avenues  (opposite  side  of  freeway 
from  proposed  site) . Existing  site  is  at  capacity  (200  parking 
spaces) , has  limited  access  for  buses  (no  turnouts  or  bus  bays) , no 
passenger  waiting  amenities  such  as  shelters  or  benches  and  does 
not  connect  to  any  bike  trail.  The  new  site  will  more  than  triple 
parking  capacity,  emphasize  bus  access  as  a priority,  provide 
excellent  sheltered  waiting  areas,  benches,  information  displays, 
bathrooms  and  other  amenities. 

Both  sites  will  incorporate  the  requirements  of  t.he  ADA  including 
hearing  and  site  impaired  communication  equipment,  tactile  strips, 
information  displays  in  braille,  wheelchair  ramps  at  all  pedestrian 
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access  points,  handicapped  accessible  bathrooms,  etc.  In  addition, 
security  will  be  emphasized  through  on-site  parking  attendants  and 
video  surveillance  cameras. 

Both  sites  connect  with  one  or  more  pedestrian/bike  trails.  Site 
#1  is  connected  to  a bike  trail  which  parallels  State  Route  12  and 
1-80.  Site  #1  connects  with  the  "Linear  Park"  trail  system  which 
parallels  1-80,  and  connects  Solano  College  and  central  Fairfield. 
The  Linear  Park  trail  forms  the  spine  of  an  extensive  network  of 
trails  throughout  Fairfield  and  Suisun  City. 

Site  #1  Description:  The  Rockville  Road  site  is  located  at  the 
"funneling"  point  of  all  westbound  morning  commute  traffic 
generated  from  northern  Solano  County  (Fairfield,  Suisun  City, 
Vacaville  and  Dixon) . Development  will  include  the  purchase  of 
land,  installation  of  approximately  750  parking  spaces,  a covered 
passenger  waiting  area,  four  to  five  bus  bays,  "kiss  and  ride" 
area,  several  bike  lockers,  parking  for  van  and  bus  pool  vehicles, 
an  information  office  for  passenger  assistance,  and  a 
transit /commute  store  for  the  selling  of  passes,  tickets  and  other 
fare  instruments  for  local  and  regional  transit  providers.  In 
addition,  the  site  will  be  the  office  of  the  Solano  Commuter 
Information  service.  Parking  will  be  controlled  by  an  on-site 
attendant  which  will  also  provide  security.  In  addition,  security 
surveillance  cameras  will  be  installed  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
theft,  vandalism  and  robberies. 

Site  #2  Description:  The  Red  Top  Road  site  is  at  the  junction  of 
three  major  highways;  Interstate  80  and  680,  and  State  Route  12. 
Development  will  include  the  purchase  of  approximately  five  acres 
of  vacant  land,  installation  of  500  parking  spaces,  a covered 
passenger  waiting  area  for  change  of  mode  operations,  three  to  four 
bus  bays,  "kiss  and  ride"  area,  and  several  bike  lockers. 

Counties/Cities  affected/traversed:  Both  project  locations 

are  in  Fairfield. 


Project  begins  at  (nearest  interchange  or  cross  street) : 
Project  locations  are  as  described  above. 

Ends  at  (nearest  interchange  or  cross  street) : 

Project  locations  are  as  described  above. 


DESCRIBE  CURRENT  FACILITY:  Attach  cross  section  diagram,  lane 
diagram  and/or  ramp  configuration,  labeled  with 
county/route/pro j ect . 


Number  of  lanes  (mixed 
Width  of  Shoulders: 
Presence  of  a median: 
Parking  allowed: 


f low/HOV/turning/total) : NA 

NA 
NA 

Parking  will  be  allowed  at  both  sites 
for  short  and  long  term  use. 
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Type  of  facility:  Freeway/ expressway/ arterial  (circle  one) 


CURRENT  CONDITIONS  (will  be  confirmed  with  Caltrans  data  on  state 
highways) 

AVERAGE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  (most  recent  data  available,  in  lOOO's,  both 
directions) : 149 


LEVEL  OF  SERVICE:  NA 

Direction: 

Time  of  day: 

Duration  of  peak: 

LOS  during  the  peak 
Methods  of  LOS  calculation: 

Current  average  vehicle  occupancy  rate  during  the  peak  hour 
(if  available):  < 1.13 

Source  of  data:  MTC  Model 

TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  ACCIDENTS  IN  THE  LAST  THREE  YEARS:  If  available, 

data  should  be  shown  per  million  vehicle  miles  traveled.  If  not 
available,  indicate  number  of  accidents  and  time  period. 

NUMBER  OF  FATALITIES  (over  3 years) : 

If  concerned,  total  fatalities  over  6 years: 

PROPOSED  PROJECT: 

BRIEF  DESCRIPTION:  Attach  schematic  drawing  of  improvements.  If 

interchange,  show  ramp  diagram.  If  widening,  show  typical  cross 
section  and  lane  diagram. 

Designs  for  the  Regional  Transportation  Center  are  not  developed  at 
this  time. 

Number  of  lanes  after  improvement  (mixed  f low/HOV/total) : NA 

Addition  of  Shoulders:  NA 

Addition  of  medians:  NA 

Addition  or  removal  of  parking:  Site  #1  will  have  approximately 

750  spaces  and  Site  #2  500  spaces,  in  addition  to  the  van  and  bus 
pool  parking. 

Type  of  facility:  Freeway/expressway/arterial  (circle  one) 


Year  data  collected: 

Truck  ADT  or  % trucks,  if  available 
% of  traffic  in  the  peak: 

Source  of  data: 


1990 

12,963/8.7% 

13,200/8.86% 

1990  Caltrans  Auto  and  - 
Truck  Traffic  Volume 
Books. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  (Attach  additional  pages  if  necessary) : 
Discuss  the  impact  this  project  will  have  on  reducing  the  duration 
and  extent  of  recurrent  or  incident-related  congestion, 
relationship  to  improving  the  efficiency  of  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  System  (MTS) , the  effect  on  truck  traffic  or  other 
freight  movement,  and  how  many  additional  person-trips  will  be 
accommodated . 

Because  this  project  will  remove  vehicles  from  the  network  its 
impact  will  be  significant  to  the  travel  times  of  truck  movements. 
The  1-8 0/1-680  and  State  Route  12  interchange  is  an  important  truck 
connector . 

TIME  NEEDED  FOR  DELIVERY/ IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE: 

Results  from  PYPSCAN,  if  available  for  state  highways. 
Indicate  the  duration  of  each  task  by  using  a bar.  Key 
milestones  should  be  highlighted. 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE 

FY  91/92 

FY  92/93 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

TASK  1 : Environmental 

including  Preliminary 
Engineering 

r 

TASK  2: 

hj 

Plans , 

Specifications,  & 
Estimates 

^ 

TASK  3:  Riaht-of-way 

K 

acquisition 

r 

TASK  4 : Advertisement 
Bid /Award 

TASK  5: 

Construction 

r 

PROJECT  STUDY  REPORT  STATUS  (for  State  highway  projects  ONLY) : 
Attach  a copy  (if  MTC  does  not  already  have). 

Approval  date:  NA 

PSR  prepared  by:  NA 
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STATUS  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTATION: 


Level  of  Documentation: 

(X)  EIR/EIS 

( ) Negative  Declaration 
( ) Categorical  Exemption 

Document  Preparer:  City  of  Fairfield 

Approval  date  by  FHWA:  Unknown  at  this  time. 

Outstanding  environmental  issues:  Draft  EIR  will  identify,  and- 

evaluate  impact  and  identify  mitigation  measures  if  any  are 
required. 

Air  Quality  analysis  status:  An  air  quality  analysis  has  not  been 

completed  yet. 

TSM/TCM  COMPONENTS: 

Does  the  project  include  HOV  lanes? 

No. 


Can  transit  be  accommodated  within  this  project?  If  so,  how? 

The  primary  function  of  the  project  is  as  a change  of  mode 
facility.  As  such,  both  local  and  regional  transit  services  using 
1-80,  1-680  and  State  Highway  12  will  converge  at  these  locations 
to  board,  alight  and  transfer  all  passenger  types  between  modes. 
Significant  emphasis  will  be  placed  upon  accommodating  quick  "ins 
and  outs"  for  full  size  transit  coaches  operated  by  public  and 
private  operators. 

Will  this  project  tie-in  with  existing  or  proposed  TSM  measures? 
If  so,  how? 

The  project,  by  definition,  is  a TSM.  It  coordinates  all  modes  and 
shall  act  to  consolidate  the  number  of  total  person  and  vehicle 
trips  on  the  highway  system.  This  will  result  in  lower  vehicle 
volumes,  increase  capacity  of  the  highway  network  and  reduce  the 
level  of  congestion. 

Does  the  project  include  ramp  metering  features?  NA 
Does  the  rzunp  configuration  include  HOV  bypasses?  NA 
Does  the  affected  jurisdiction  support  reunp  metering?  NA 
Does  the  project  coordinate  already  existing  signals?  NA 
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Does  the  project  improve  traffic  flow? 

Traffic  flow  is  improved  through  a reduction  in  the  number  of 
single  automobile  and  person  trips  now  on  the  network. 

SYSTEM  RELATIONSHIP: 

Is  the  project  on  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  as 
defined  in  MTC's  Regional  Transportation  Plan? 

Yes.  The  project  is  on  1-80,  1-680  and  State  Route  12. 

Will  this  project  result  in  gap  closure? 

NA 

SIGNIFICANT  SOCIAL/LAND  USE  IMPACTS:  Discuss  connection  of  job 

centers  to  residential  areas,  promotion  of  new  development  in  a 
currently  undeveloped  area,  benefits  to  already  developed  areas, 
impacts  on  open  space,  agricultural  lands,  or  wetlands.  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  review  (if 
applicable)  and  the  displacement  of  homes  or  businesses.  Detailed 
analysis  is  not  necessary.  but  anv  major  issues  should  be 
mentioned. 


Both  sites  are  located  in  or  adjacent  to  employment  and/or 
residential  areas  and  will  provide  convenient  access.  Site  #1  will 
include  the  purchase  of  open  space  as  a buffer  to  existing 
agricultural  land  uses.  The  buffer  will  act  to  prevent  future 
urban  development  of  adjacent  agricultural  areas.  In  addition,  a 
seasonal  creek  forms  the  eastern  boundary  of  Site  #1.  The  project 
concept  includes  enhancements  to  the  riparian  zone  including 
improved  public  access.  Improvements  to  an  existing  undeveloped 
pedestrian/bike  trail  are  also  proposed. 

PUBLIC  SUPPORT /CONTROVERSY  FOR  THE  PROJECT,  if  significant: 

Has  public  notice  been  given  of  the  intention  to  pursue  this 
project? 

Given  the  stage  of  development,  at  this  time  public  support  for  the 
project  cannot  be  quantified.  However,  the  project  concept  and 
site  locations  have  been  made  public  and  explained  via  local  media 
(Daily  Republic,  Vacaville  Reporter  and  KUIC  radio)  and  public 
meetings  (Fairfield  City  Council) . 

RELATIONSHIP  TO  THE  CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  (CMP) : 

Is  the  project  included  in  the  CMP  Capital  Improvement  Program? 

Yes. 

Will  LOS  or  transit  standards  on  the  CMP  network  be  improved  as  a 
result  of  this  project? 
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Transit  LOS  standards  will  be  improved  due  to  better  access  to 
transfer  facilities  and  easier  transfers  between  modes.  Moving 
existing  intercity  bus  transfer  points  off  the  local  street  system 
and  to  the  highway  locations,  will  reduce  travel  time  for  intercity 
(highway)  travellers.  The  cities  of  Fairfield,  Vacaville  and 
Vallejo  all  operate  extensive  local  and  regional  transit  service 
either  directly  or  in  concert.  BARTLink  is  operated  by  Vallejo 
Transit  and  operates  between  Fairfield  and  El  Cerrito  Del  Norte 
BART,  and  is  funded  by  Vallejo,  Fairfield  and  Solano  County. 
CITYLINK  is  operated  by  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  and  operates 
between  Fairfield  and  Davis,  and  is  funded  by  Fairfield,  Vacaville, 
Dixon  and  Solano  County. 

Each  of  these  systems  plus  the  local  fixed  and  paratransit  services 
would  serve  the  project.  Other  more  regional  carriers  such  as 
Greyhound,  Grayline,  Travis/Solano  Airporter,  and  other  private 
operators  would  also  service  the  facility. 

CONSISTENCY  WITH  THE  GENERAL  PLAN  OF  THE  COUNTY  AND/OR  CITY  or  the 
COUNTY-WIDE  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN  (if  applicable): 

Site  #2  is  consistent  with  the  existing  general  land  use  and 
countywide  transportation  plans.  An  amendment  to  the  general  plan 
may  be  required  "for  Site  #1. 

WILL  ADJACENT  COUNTIES  AND/OR  CITIES  BE  IMPACTED?If  SO,  how?  Have 
they  been  consulted  regarding  this  project? 

Positive  impacts  will  accrue  to  adjacent  counties  and  cities. 
Benefit  will  primarily  come  from  a reduction  in  the  number  of 
vehicle  trips  on  the  transportation  network.  Both  sites  will 
"capture”  passenger  and  vehicle  trips  before  they  load  onto  the 
network.  This  is  especially  critical  during  peak  periods  when  much 
of  the  total  traffic  is  exiting/entering  the  county  via  the 
Carquinez  and  Benicia/Martinez  bridges. 

SPECIAL  CONDITIONS  (if  any): 

PROJECT  COSTS  AND  FINANCING:  (Use  of  Department  of  Finance 
Escalation  rates  is  required.) 

ESTIMATED  TOTAL  COST:  IN  1992$$  IN  ESC  $$ 


Preliminary  Engineering  $ 988,550  $ 1.163.000 


Right  of  Way 

$1 , 

. 487  , 

, 500 

$ 1, 

,750, 

, 000 

Construction  Engineering 

$ 

212  , 

, 500 

$ 

250  , 

, 000 

Construcrion 

r 196 

, 950 

? 3 

r 467  , 

, 000 

TOTAL 

Li-gSi 

,500 

$11. 

r630, 

, 000 
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Source  of  cost  estimate:  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  staff. 

Date  of  cost  estimate:  March  1992 

Year  that  funds  are  escalated  to:  1995 


Does  the  cost  estimate  include  Traffic  Operations  System  (TOS) 
hardware?  NA 

Does  the  cost  estimate  include  all  necessary  mitigations,  including 
soundwalls,  mitigation  during  construction  (if  a major  project) , 
and  ramp  metering?  Yes.  All  project  costs  are  included. 

FUNDING  SOURCES: 

Attach  City  Council/Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  for  local 
sources.  If  Sales  Tax  funds  are  involved,  cite  most  recent 
Strategic  Plan  to  demonstrate  funding  commitment. 


ESTIMATED  TOTAL  COST: 
CITY 

IN 

$1. 

1992$$ 

, 640.500 

IN  ESC  $$ 

$ 1,930.000 

COUNTY 

$ 

-0- 

$ -0- 

SALES  TAX 

$ 

-0- 

$ -0- 

PRIVATE  (Non-public) 

? 

-0- 

$ -0- 

VALUE  OF  DONATED  LAND 

$ 

-0- 

$ -0- 

OTHER  Federal  riSTEA> 

$7, 

, 700  , 

, 000 

$ 7.700.000 

TOTAL  STP/CMAQ 
REQUESTED 

$2, 

, 000  . 

, 000 

S 2.000.000 

PROJECT  TOTAL 

S 11.630.000 

Have  you  applied  for,  or  do  you  intend  to  apply  for  any  other  state 
funds  for  this  project  (e.g  TSM,  State/Local  Partnership  Program)? 

At  this  time  we  do  not  anticipate  applying  for  any  other  state 
funds . 

If  so,  what  is  the  status  of  that  application? 
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($000'0) 

FY  91/92 

FY  92/93 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

TOTAL 

SURFACE 

TRANSPORTATION 

PE 

200 

350 

-0- 

550 

ROW 

800 

400 

-0- 

1,200 

CON 

-0- 

- 250 

-0- 

250 

CONGESTION 

MITIGATION/AIR 

QUALITY 

PE 

ROW 

CON 

LOCAL  FUNDS 

( Sourer.  TDA.  STA  A 
R«d*v«4opm«nO 

PE 

200 

213 

-0- 

413 

ROW 

-0- 

600 

-0- 

600 

CON 

-0- 

. 300 

617 

917 

OTHER 

(ISTEA) 

PE 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

ROW 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

CON 

-0- 

2,500 

5,200 

7,700 

Total 

-0- 

1,200 

4,613 

5,817 

11, 630 
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dures  and  requirements  limit  the  State  to  the  construction  of 
projects  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds  previously  allocated  to  it; 
the  Secretary,  upon  the  approval  of  the  application  of  a State,  shall 
pay  to  the  State  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  the 
project  when  additional  funds  are  allocated  for  such  project  under 
this  section. 

(g)  Applicability  of  Title  23. — Funds  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  be  available  for  obligation  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such 
funds  were  apportioned  under  chapter  1 of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  except  that  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  any  project  under 
this  section  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  this  section  and 
such  funds  shall  remain  available  until  expended.  Funds  author- 
ized by  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  obligation  limitation. 
SEC.  1104.  CONGESTION  RELIEF  PROJECTS. 

(a)  Purpose. — The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  improve  methods 
of  congestion  relief. 

(b)  Authorization  of  Projects. — The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
carry  out  the  congestion  relief  projects  described  in  this  subsection. 
Subject  to  subsection  (c),  there  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  out 
of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  (other  than  the  Mass  Transit  Account) 
for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1997  to  carry  out  each  such  project  the 
amount  listed  for  each  such  project: 


City/StaU 


Congestion  relief 


I.  Long  Beaeh.  California Construetion  of  HOV  Lanes  on  1-710 

i.  Philadelphia.  Penneyluania Project  to  Construct  Bndge-Pratt  Terminal  as 

pan  of  an  I-SS  reconstruction  mitigation 
project — Ji.S 

J.  Dauidson-Willuunson  County.  Tennessee Study  and  construction  of  the  Dauidson-Wil- 

liamson  Bike  Path 1.0 

4.  East  SL  Louis.  Illinois  to  SL  Louis.  Missouri...  To  conduct  a study  to  determine  the  feasibility 

of  a bridge  between  East  Sl  Louis.  Illinois 

and  St.  Louis.  Missoun U 

5.  Sl  Louis.  Missoun Relocation  of  Lindbergh  Boulevard  and  Inter- 

state 70  at  Sl  Louis  Lamben  Airpon Ji.S 

S.  District  of  Columbia — Pnmary  Intermodal  System.  Washington.  D C.....  S.i 

7.  Buffalo.  New  York Construction  of  Peace  Bridge  truck  inspection 

facility 19S 

8.  Nashua,  New  Hampshire Nashua  River  Bridge.  Nashua  New  Hamp- 

shire— Construction  of  second  bridge l.J 

8 Las  Vegas  Nevada Reconstruct  and  upgrade  I-IS/U.S  9S  iSpa- 


10  San  Dirga  California... 

II.  Las  Angeles.  California 

.\orth  Dakota 

U Babylon.  New  York 

U DiJon.  California 
IS  FairfieldCaUfamia^ 

18  Sl  Louis  Missouri 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  93/94 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1. 

OPERATOR:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2. 

PROJECT  NAME:  Vasona  Corridor  Park  and  Ride 

Lot 

3. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  property  and 

space  park  and  ride  lot  at  Vasona  Junction 

construct 

an  interim  165 

4. 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

TIP  PAGE 

REFERENCE: 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $4,000,000 

SOURCE: 

STP/CMAQ 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  20% 

SOURCE: 

Local  1/2  cent 
Sales  Tax 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $5,000,000 

9. 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  NONE 

10. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS:  Approved  FEIR 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

When  new  route  85  opens  in  1994,  the  Transit  District  win  Hp  j^hiftipg 
several  Express  Bus  lines  to  operate  on  Route  85.  This  will  preclude 
the  use  of  current  park  and  ride  lots.  This  program  will  develop  a new 
interim  facility  at  the  intersection  of  Highway  85  and  Winchester 
(Vasona  Junction)  to  replace  the  lost  lots.  Permanent  development  of 
the  park  and  ride  lot  at  this  location  would  be  constructed  by  the 
future  Vasona  Rail  Project. 

The  Vasona/Highway  17  Corridor  Project  requires  protection  of  land  for 
right-of-way  and  station  areas.  Rapid  development  in  the  corridor  may 
preclude  further  development  of  the  project  unless  these  properties  are 
reserved  at  an  early  date.  Already  one  station  location  has  been 
developed  and  is  no  longer  available.  A Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (FEIR)  is  complete  and  a Light  Rail  alternative  has  been 
selected.  This  estimate  is  based  on  FEIR  estimates  and  includes  an 
engineering  and  administration  cost  contingency. 


. 356  - 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1992/93 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  San  Rafael  Transit  Center  Park  and  Ride  Lot 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  a park  and  ride  lot  on  publical 

owned  land  near  the  San  Rafael  Transit  Center. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Passenger  Parking  Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  76  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  none 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $400,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $100,000  SOURCE:  STA,OP,  Other  Local 
and  State 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $500,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.115(b) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal .Admin. Code , Section  15302  class  II 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  thi 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _dd. 31-33 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  District,  City  of  San  Rafael,  and  Marin  County  recently  completed 
work  on  a new  multi-agency  bus  facility  in  downtown  San  Rafael  designed 
to  promote  transfers  between  Golden  Gate  Transit  local  and  regional 
buses,  the  regional  transit  services  of  Greyhound,  local  paratransit 
services  of  Whistlestop  Wheels,  airporter  buses  and  taxis.  The  San 
Rafael  Transit  Center  is  the  focal  point  of  public  transit  service  in 
Central  Marin  County. 

This  project  would  construct  about  450  park  and  ride  spaces  on  about  3 
acres  of  publically  controlled  land  south  of  Second  Street  in  close 
proximity  to  the  Center. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  June  1,  1992 


Project:  SRTC  Park  and  Ride  Lot 

Operator:  GGBHTD 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  none 


IMPLEMENTATION 

FY 

92 

FY  93 

1 

FY  94 

1 

FY 

95 

SCHEDULE: 

Q1 

Q2  Q3  Q4j 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2  Q3 

Q4  j 

TASK  1: Grant 

0 

1 

1 

1 

Approval 

1 

1 

1 

.-_l. 

1 

._>l. 

TASK  2: Design 
1 1. 

* 

1 

* 

1 

1 

.__l. 

1 

1 

1. 

I TASK  3: Bid 

1 

* ★ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Specs 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

.-_l. 

TASK  4: Bid 

1 

* 

0 

1 

1 

& Award 

1 

1 

1 

.-_l. 

1 

.—  I. 

TASK  5: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

* * 

1 

1 

Construct 

1 

L 

1 

._-l. 

1 

0:  Clearances 

1 

1 

and 

1 

Approvals 

1 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

PLAN  (000$) : 

FY 

■ 93 

FY  94 

1 

FY  95 

1 

.__l. 

FY 

96 

1 

1 

UMTA  SEC.  9 
UMTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 


$400,000 


STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 


LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OP 


$100,000 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$500,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  9Z/93 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Transit  Center  Program 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  proposed  project  would  construct  a multi-modal 
transit  center  at  the  CalTrain  Station  in  the  City  of  Santa  Clara 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS; 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $560,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  20%  SOURCE:  Local  1/2  cent 

Sales  Tax 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $700,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  NONE 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY); 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  ”yes”,  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  Santa  Clara  CalTrain  Station  is  a multi-modal  transit 
cacility  with  limited  improvements.  The  facility  will  require 
extensive  capital  improvements  to  accommodate  the  planned 
service  by  10  (2  express  and  8 local)  bus  routes  and  the 
estimated  daily  activity  of  2,000  passengers. 

Presently,  the  station  facilitates  four  local  bus  routes  on 
site,  with  the  planned  expansion  of  the  CalTrain  service  and 
refocusing  of  the  bus  transer  connections  from  the  congested 
downtown,  and  the  Santa  clara  CalTrain  Transit  Center  is 
envisioned  to  become  the  main  future  transportation  center  in 
the  City  of  Santa  Clara. 

The  new  facility  will  be  provided  with  sawtooth  bus  bays, 
lighted  and  covered  waiting  areas,  passenger  amenities  and 
landscaping  improvements.  The  proposed  project  will  improve 
the  station's  bus  capacity  amd  operations;  facilitate  more 
convenient  passenger  transfers;  and  provide  more  functionally 
superior  and  comfortable  facility. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY93 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  HAYWARD  STATION  TRANSIT  CENTER  ( HAYWARD . P JW ) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Develop  a permanent  intermodal  transit  center 

for  improved  bus  operations,  safety  and  patron- 
comfort  and  convenience. 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


SOURCE : 
SOURCE : 


STP  or  CMAQ 
Bridge  Tolls 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  21  (Transit  Center) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 913,600 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 228,400 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 1,142,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Cat.  Exclusion:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)  (18) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cat.  Exempt:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No  Yes 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  Yes*  (will  be  competitively  bid) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 


X No  Yes 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 


X No  Yes 


- 363  - 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  existing  station  access  facilities  at  Hayward  Station  are  inadequate 
to  comfortably  support  current  levels  of  service  and  patronage,  and  will 
be  a major  limitation  on  future  growth  in  use  of  the  station.  BART  will 
soon  begin  construction  of  a patron  parking  garage  to  accommodate  growth 
in  this  mode  of  station  access,  but  bus  handling  facilities  are 
inadequate  and  no  funding  is  currently  available  to  correct  that 
situation . 

The  Hayward  BART  station  is  a major  intermodal  transfer  center  that  is 
served  by  15  AC  Transit  routes,  1 BART  Express  route,  and  1 SamTrans 
transbay  bus  route.  AC  Transit  and  BART  have  implemented  a successful 
timed-transfer  program  at  this  station,  however,  further  progress  has 
been  stymied  by  the  wholly  inadequate  facilities.  Circulation  is 
extremely  congested,  unsafe,  and  confusing.  Bus  patrons  must  walk  long 
distances  to  transfer  from  bus  to  bus  or  from  bus  to  BART,  since  buses 
must  park  linearly  along  the  station  access  roads  rather  than  being 
concentrated  together. 

This  project  would  separate  bus  and  auto  access  to  improve  general 
circulation,  as  well  as  improved  street  circulation  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  station.  In  addition,  kiss/ride  and  bus  bays  would  be  separated, 
improving  flow  for  both  modes.  A sawtooth  design  for  bus  bays  will 
provide  independent  berthing  for  all  buses.  Covered  wait  and  walk  areas 
would  be  provided  at  the  bus  access  points  along  with  high-level 
lighting  and  improved  signage  and  transit  information.  Additional 
elements  added  to  achieve  compliance  with  ADA  regulations  include 
accessible  station  circulation  routes,  text  telephones,  and  public 
address  systems  for  the  hearing  disabled. 

The  Negative  Declaration  approved  for  this  project  in  August  1990 
determined  that  it  would  result  in  increased  Bus-to-BART  transfers 
which,  in  turn,  would  generally  improve  regional  mobility.  It  should 
also  be  noted  that  street  traffic  in  the  vicinity  of  the  station 
operates  at  LOS  D and  F during  peak  hours. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  April  11,  1992 

Project:  Hayward  Station  Transit  Center 

Operator:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 


FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


Design 

Bid/Award 


Construction 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  94 

1 

1 

1 FY  95 
1 

1 - 

1 

1 FY 

1 

1 

1 FY 

STP  or  CMAQ 

731 

1 182 
1 

1 

1 

^ 1 
1 
1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 

183 

1 46 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

914 

1 228 

. _ 1 _ 
1 

1 _ 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  93/94 
OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  CALTRAIN  JOINT  POWERS  BOARD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Locomotive 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Acquire  3 new  push-pull  locomotives  for  the 

CalTrain  Peninusla  Service 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $6,637,500 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $862,500 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $7,500,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  NONE 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  CMAQ 

SOURCE:  Prop.  116 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Additional  locomotives  are  needed  to  implement  service  level  commitment 
of  66  trains/day,  including  8 trains  to  Gilroy. 
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July  21,  1992 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  92  - 93 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 

E1  Cerrito  Plaza  BART 


4. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  137  - 

145 

TIP 

PAGE 

REFERENCE : 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$ 

268,000 

FTA 

CMAQ 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: (20%) 

$ 

67,000 

TSM/BRIDGE  TOLLS 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$ 

335,000 

9. 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE 

AND 

STATUS : 

NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under  23 

CFR  771.117  (d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  E* 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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July  21,  1992 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  92  - qt 
Of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Prio^ties 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  name:  Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  description:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 

Eastmont 
Newpark  Mall 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  reference:  137  - 145 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 1,706,400  FTA  CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: (25%)  $ 568,800  TSM/Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 2,275,200 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NFPA  status:  ---  to  L ,,, 

CEQA  status:  Negative  D;c\"ari?L;l\°i  be  Filed 


No. 


b. 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Append iv  f* 


constSrt  ,°®o'‘r  othl^isl'^pr^^^^  operate 

projects?  ^ part  of  the  above  name 


No. 


(Tf  \7oc  K Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

( f yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 


th^  a“"v"e"  4l?d  pToTectf  <=°"traot  fo 


No. 


, Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

impe/iments?  Reference^^^  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  thes 
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Date:  July  21,  1992 

Project:  Transit  Center  Improvement — Newpark  Mall 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  92-93 

Clearances  Required;  Board  Approval;  City  Permits,  if  Applicable 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 

*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above 
projects  at  a public  hearing  held  each  year  in  conjunction  with 
other  regional  transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not 
referenced  in  our  SRTP.  Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via 
newspaper  ads  and  through  a mailing  to  private  sector  providers. 

The  AC  Transit  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  converts  the  primarily 
radial  system  into  a multi-destinational  route  network.  If  AC  Transit 
is  to  increase  transit  usage  and  improve  its  productivity,  it  is 
essential  that  it  reflect  the  multi-destinational  nature  of  today's 
travel  demand. 

Since  it  is  impossible  to  run  direct  service  from  everywhere  to 
everywhere  else,  an  effective  multi-destinational  network  must  rely 
on  making  transferring  convenient.  In  a system  based  on  timed 
transfers,  a passenger  can  reach  efficient  route  network  with  minimal 
overlap. 

To  make  transferring  fast  and  convenient,  the  District  must  be  able 
to  bring  many  buses  together  at  certain  key  points.  These  needs 
require  the  development  of  transit  centers.  A transit  center  is  a 
facility  designed  to: 

o allow  several  buses  from  different  routes  to  be  present  at  once,  so 
that  patrons  can  transfer  without  waiting, 
o allow  buses  to  arrive  and  depart  independently  (without  blocking 
one  another) . 

o Provide  a safe,  pleasant  and  convenient  environment  for 
transferring  between  buses, 
o Provide  other  amenities  for  passengers  and  drivers. 

Besides  facilitating  bus-to-bus  transfers,  the  transit  centers  may 
also  accommodate  bus-to-rail  and  auto-to-bus-to-rail  transfers. 
Transit  centers  are  strategically  located  where  several  routes 
naturally  converge  resulting  in  high  transfer  activity.  These  centers 
will  often  be  near  major  activity  centers  generating  a significant 
number  of  walk-in  passengers.  Also,  most  BART  stations  in  the  AC 
Transit  service  area  will  be  transit  centers  to  facilitate  both 
regional  and  local  travel. 
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In  urban  areas,  such  as  Oakland  and  Berkeley,  the  convenience  of 
transferring  is  largely  ensured  by  the  high  frequency  of  most  of  the 
routes.  Even  though  a transit  center  is  not  the  primary  transfer 
location  as  it  is  in  the  timed  transfer  network,  there  are  strategic 
locations  where  several  routes  naturally  converge  creating  a high 
level  of  transfer  activity  and  necessitating  a facility  to  safely 
accommodate  the  buses  and  provide  for  a safe  and  comfortable 
environment  for  the  passenger. 

In  suburban  areas,  however,  most  service  cannot  be  justified  with 
headways  of  less  than  30  minutes.  Here,  convenient  transfers  can  be 
assured  only  with  transit  centers.  Transit  Centers  are  therefore 
critical  to  the  success  of  the  Comprehensive  Service  Plan. 

1.  General  Design  Considerations 

Most  transit  centers  will  be  designed  with  "sawtooth"  bays  so  that 
buses  can  pull  in  and  out  independently  without  blocking  each  other. 
Each  center  must  have  enough  bays  for  all  the  scheduled  buses  to  be 
present  at  once,  with  some  to  spare.  Locations  for  cars  to  pick  up 
and  drop  off  passengers  will  be  isolated  from  the  bus  area,  to  improve 
the  flow  of  both  cars  and  buses. 

2 . Locations 

Most  of  the  suburban  route  structure  cannot  be  implemented  until  there 
are  at  least  minimal  transit  center  facilities  in  place,  since  these 
sites  must  accommodate  a number  of  converging  buses  and  allow 
passengers  to  transfer  safely  and  conveniently.  Tables  1 and  2 list 
the  transit  centers  according  to  priority,  indicating  which  should  be 
completed  before  restructuring. 

The  District's  service  area  has  been  divided  into  four  geographical 
sub-areas  for  phased  implementation  of  the  restructured  route  network. 

The  Western  Contra  Costa  sub-area  (Table  2,  Group  1)  includes  timed 
transfer  locations  at  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  Contra  Costa 
College  and  thus  are  first  priority.  Improvements  to  these  sites 
should  be  complete  before  restructuring  routes.  Improvements  to  the 
other  transit  centers  which  will  not  have  timed  transfer  locations 
(Richmond  BART,  Hilltop  Mall  Transit  Center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART) 
are  second  priority. 

The  Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda  core  area  (Table  2,  Group  2)  includes 
only  one  timed  transfer  location,  Montclair  transit  Center.  However, 
Fruitvale  BART  and  Eastmont  Mall  Transit  Center  will  also  need  to  be 
finished  before  restructuring  routes,  since  they  cannot  now 
accommodate  the  level  of  bus  and  transfer  activity  envisioned.  Second 
priority  transit  centers  to  be  developed  later  include  West  Oakland 
BART,  Coliseum  BART,  and  Southshore  Shopping  Center. 

(REVISED:  July  21,  1992) 
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The  Hayward-San  Leandro  area  (Table  2,  Group  3)  includes  five  timed 
transfer  locations:  San  Leandro  BART,  Bay  Fair  BART,  Hayward  BART, 
Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  and  South  Hayward  BART.  Improvements 
at  these  sites  should  be  complete  before  restructuring  routes,  though 
it  is  possible  that  South  Hayward  BART  could  function  on  an  interim 
basis  without  major  physical  changes. 

Finally,  the  Fremont-Newark  area  (Table  2,  Group  4)  includes  timed 
transfer  locations  at  Union  City  BART,  Fremont  BART,  and  the  new 
Irvington  and  Newark  Transit  Centers.  (Irvington  Transit  Center  will 
be  the  site  of  the  future  Irvington  BART  station.)  Improvements  at 
these  sites  should  also  be  complete  before  restructuring,  though  it 
is  possible  that  Newark  Transit  Center  could  function  on  an  interim 
basis  without  major  physical  changes.  Newpark  Mall  will  also  be  a 
transit  center  under  the  plan,  but  without  timed  transfers. 

3.  Schedule  and  Funding 

The  following  subsections  detail  the  funding  and  design  schedule  for 
the  transit  centers  and  specifies  the  division  of  responsibility  in 
joint  projects  with  other  agencies. 

FY  1988-89  SECTION  3 SUBMITTED  PROJECTS 

The  first  transit  centers  planned  for  construction  are  El  Cerrito  del 
Norte  BART  and  San  Leandro  BART. 

These  projects  were  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92  Section 
9 Capital  Program.  Instead,  they  were  resubmitted  (along  with  Hayward 
BART  Transit  Center)  for  funding  under  the  FY  1988-89  Section  3 
Suburban  Mobility  Program  to  take  a full  advantage  of  this  special 
one-time  grant  opportunity.  Funding  has  been  approved  for  El  Cerrito 
del  Norte  BART  and  San  Leandro  BART  Transit  Centers.  The  Hayward  BART 
Transit  Center  has  been  put  back  into  the  FY  1991-92  Section  9 Capital 
Program. 

These  transit  centers  are  planned  for  development  as  joint  multi-modal 
projects  under  BART  application.  The  conceptual  design  for  these 
projects  was  completed  by  AC  Transit.  However,  BART  will  be  the  lead 
agency  and  assume  complete  project  management  responsibilities, 
including  environmental  clearance,  engineering,  and  construction  in 
conjunction  with  the  BART  parking  expansion  projects. 

FY  1990-91  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECT 

The  Regional  Program  of  Projects  (POP) , approved  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  on  September  26,  1990,  was  based  on 
expected  Federal  apportionments.  As  a result  of  the  actual  total 
apportionments  being  higher  than  that  expected,  the  FY  1990-91  Section 
9 POP  and  the  annual  element  of  the  FY  1991-97  Transit  Capital 
Priorities  for  the  San  Francisco/Oakland  urban  area  was  revised  by 
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MTC.  Due  to  the  increased  apportionments,  the  Contra  Costa  Transit 
Center  project  was  made  a part  of  the  FY  1990-91  Section  9 POP.  The 
Transit  center  proposed  for  Contra  Costa  College  will  serve  as  a key 
facility  in  the  implementation  of  the  timed  transfer  network  in 
Western  Contra  Costa.  The  transit  center  will  be  developed  in  close 
coordination  with  property  owners,  neighboring  communities,  and  with 
the  Contra  Costa  Community  College  District. 

FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECTS 

Bayfair  BART  Transit  Center,  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92 
Section  9 Capital  Program  and  reprogrammed  for  the  FY  1992-93  Section 
3 Capital  Program  has  now  been  funded  by  State  Cypress  Mitigation 
Funds  received  by  BART  in  FY  1992.  The  Contra  Costa  College  Transit 
Center  was  also  originally  programmed  as  a FY  1991-92  Section  9 
Capital  Program  but  was  reprogrammed  to  the  FY  1990-91  Regional 
Program  of  Projects  submitted  to  UMTA  by  MTC  in  September,  1990. 

The  noted  shifts  leave  Chabot  College  Transit  Center  in  the  Section 
9 Capital  Program  plus  the  Hayward  BART  and  Fruitvale  Station 
projects.  Conceptual  designs  have  been  completed  for  all  sites. 

Fruitvale  BART  Station  project  is  planned  for  development  as  a joint 
multi-modal  project  for  which  BART  will  take  the  lead,  since  the 
project  is  in  conjunction  with  BART's  parking  expansion  project  at  the 
same  location.  The  project  would  therefore  be  funded  under  BART's 
Section  9 Capital  Program.  The  Hayward  BART  Station  project  is  also 
planned  for  development  as  a joint  multi-modal  project  and  will  also 
be  funded  under  BART's  Section  9 Capital  Program. 

The  Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  a timed  transfer  transit  center  in 
the  vicinity  of  Chabot  College  in  Hayward,  will  be  developed  in  close 
cooperation  with  the  property  owner.  The  conceptual  designs  are 
completed  for  the  three  sites. 

FY  1992-93  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

FY  1992-93  projects  proposed  for  the  Federal  Transportation 
Administration's  (FTA)  Surf  ace  Transportation  Program  (STP) /Congestion 
Mitigation  and  Air  Quality  (CMAQ) , and  Section  9 funding  are 
Montclair,  Eastmont  Mall,  Newpark  Mall,  Fremont  BART,  and  Richmond 
BART  transit  centers.  The  Bayfair  BART  transit  center  was  originally 
programmed  for  FY  92-93,  but  BART  received  Cypress  Mitigation  Funds 
in  FY  1991-92  for  this  multi-modal  timed  transfer  center  project  to 
help  mitigate  the  loss  of  the  Cypress  Freeway  structure  during  the 
Loma  Prieta  Earthquake. 

The  Montclair  transit  center  would  serve  as  a key  facility  in  the 
implementation  of  timed  transfer  network  in  Oakland  area.  The  transit 
center  will  be  developed  in  close  coordination  with  property  owners, 
and  neighboring  communities. 

The  Eastmont  Mall  transit  center  in  Oakland  would  accommodate  the 
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consolidation  of  expanded  bus  and  transfer  activities  at  an  off-street 
site  affording  a safer  and  more  convenient  operation.  The  conceptual 
plans  are  completed. 

Newpark  Mall  is  a major  shopping  center  located  in  the  fast  growing 
community  of  Fremont.  New  residential  and  industrial  developments  are 
appearing  on  the  fringes  of  Fremont  and  Newark,  creating  new  transit 
demand  in  this  area.  Improved  routes  will  provide  better  local 
circulation,  with  many  passengers  transferring  at  this  point. 

The  Fremont  BART  Transit  Center  will  be  a bus-only  area  with  curbside 
stops  and  island  platforms.  The  compact  design  allows  for  efficient 
bus-to-bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  The  facility  will  accommodate 
seven  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  buses,  in  addition  to  twelve  AC 
Transit  routes.  The  concept  plan  removes  approximately  100  BART 
parking  stalls.  Replacement  of  these  stalls  is  included  as  part  of 
the  project. 

Richmond  BART  already  functions  as  a transit  center,  as  much  of  the 
service  in  the  area  radiates  from  this  station.  This  pattern  will 
continue  and  expand  under  the  CSP,  with  extensive  service  from  the 
station  to  all  parts  of  Richmond.  This  station  is  also  a major  stop 
on  the  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service,  and  will  be  a stop  for  the 
Del  Norte  BART  to  San  Rafael  bus  service  that  will  be  implemented  in 
the  near  future. 

FY  1993-94  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1993-94  project  proposed  for  the  FTA  STP  funding  is  the  El 
Cerrito  Plaza  BART  transit  Center. 

As  a shopping  center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  is  a major  transit  destination 
in  Western  Contra  County.  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART  will  be  one  of  two 
transit  centers  located  in  El  Cerrito.  Van  routes  will  emanate  from 
El  Cerrito  Plaza  to  serve  hill  areas  of  El  Cerrito  and  Kensington. 
The  transit  center  will  also  be  served  by  local  lines  from  Berkeley 
and  a major  trunk  line,  the  7 2 -San  Pablo  Avenue  with  limited  service 
from  Oakland. 

FY  1994-95  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1994-95  proposed  projects  are  South  Hayward,  and  Hilltop  Mall 
transit  centers. 

South  Hayward  is  one  of  five  timed  transfer  locations  in  the  Hayward 
area,  and  is  one  of  the  major  activity  centers  on  the  east  end  of  the 
city. 

Hilltop  Mall  is  a major  regional  shopping  center  and  a major  transit 
destination  in  itself.  It  will  be  served  by  the  area's  busiest  trunk 
route  and  several  new  routes  which  will  serve  the  growing  demand  for 
trips  between  residential  northern  and  eastern  Richmond  and  employment 
centers  in  western  Richmond. 
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FY  1995-qfi  PPOPOSED  PRn.TTTPTc; 

and  Newark  Transit^ Centers?^ Coliseum  BART,  Union  City  BART, 

e^ansion  of  crosstown  service  under  thS  csp  wfii  ? Airport.  The 
of  service  to  this  ^ increase  the  level 

activity  that  occurs  there.  ' The  st^Sfn  ^mav^^^  Passenger  transfer 
proposed  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service  ^ ° ® ® 

The  conceptual  layout  for  Union  citv  BART  ■. 

closest  to  the  BART  station  entrance  a 1 o^  f ^ Places  the  buses 

islands.  The  plan  provides  a compact  bu?be/th^ 

to-bus  and  bus-to~train  transfers^  ^ minimize  bus- 

island.  The  additionar  b^rstalls’  will 

parhin._  spaces,  replacement  \%“th?c^^ 

SLuSs  Irt"h“V;"Al^ea.“^^^i/t7ll  bTa  tlme^^ 

for  those  routes  which  are  dLioned  % transfer  facility 

circulation  in  the  activity  centers  If  Newllh 

FY  1996-Q7  PPQPOSED  PRQJROT.q 

ani  Verb7®l:ena*’^rans7t  Ce7t«7.^  Southshore, 

-/he  District. s core 

also  a station  on  the  “ - 

area,  an7 wuT^e ^servl7 by  Lvllll  maw"7^°t  service 

Oakland.  ^ ma^or  routes  from  Alameda  and 

patrons  re^ard^ing^the^deterLr^tio??^^  n^eroxis  complaints  from 
increased  incidents  of  crime  Buena  facility  and 

Pablo  Avenues.  Thfs  fs  one  of 

connection  with  transbay  lines  and  i major  transfer  points  for 

Ses^al^l 

l^ro7l7  ?^s77ir 

convenience  modification!  for  this  ale!^wili°  f®=“rity  and 

of  the  District -s  Comprehensive  Sei^7ce  p\7n  rcs^^^^^  a result 

best  way  to  remedy  present  conditions.  ^ determine  the 
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Several  of  the  possible  alternatives  are: 

1.  Improve  present  site, 

2.  Expand  present  site  by  procuring  adjoining  parcel  and  rebuild, 
or 

3.  Select  an  alternative  location. 

This  project  has  been  shifted  to  FY  1994-95  of  the  Transit  Capital 
Priorities  Program  as  the  District  believes  it  is  important  to 
determine  the  impact  the  CSP  will  have  on  the  needs  of  the  Yerba  Buena 
Transfer  point. 

Rising  construction  costs  and  the  strong  possibility  that  this  project 
will  require  the  purchase  of  additional  land,  either  at  the  present 
site  or  at  an  alternative  site,  further  support  this  funding  request. 

FY  1997-98  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1997-98  proposed  project  is  the  Irvington  transit  Center. 

The  Irvington  Transit  Center  is  scheduled  for  operation  prior  to  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  BART  station.  The  plan  therefore 
proposes  an  interim  transit  center  on  largely  vacant  BART-owned  land 
east  of  Osgood  Road,  which  will  eventually  be  a BART  parking  lot.  The 
conceptual  designs  for  the  proposed  projects  are  complete. 


(REVISED:  July  21,  1992) 
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AC  TRANSIT  - TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 


TABLE-1 


COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICE  PLAN 
TRANSIT  CENTERS 


BART  STATIONS 
Richmond 

El  Cerrito/Del  Norte 

El  Cerrito  Plaza 

Oakland  West 

Fruitvale 

Coliseum 

San  Leandro 

Bayfair 

Hayward 

South  Hayward 

Union  City 

Fremont 

Irvington 


Estimated  Number 
of  Bus  Bays  Required 
for  Each  Facility 

10 

13 

9 

6 

12 

10 

12 

18 

17 

9 

16 

19 

9 


OTHER  TRANSIT  CENTERS 


Hilltop  Mall  10 
Contra  Costa  College  14 
Chabot  College  12 
Southshore  Shopping  Center  4 
Montclair  11 
Eastmont  Mall  7 
Newark  8 
Newpark  Mall  7 


Priority^ 

2 

l2 

2 

2 

l2 

2 

1 

1 

l2 

2 

1 

1 

1 


2 

l2 

1 

2 

1^ 

1^ 

2 

2 


^ Priority  I transit  centers  are  those  which  should  be  completed  prior 
to  the  implementation  of  restructured  service,  and  will  require  interim 
facilities  until  the  permanent  facility  is  built. 

^ Interim  facility  is  built. 

^ Poor  on-street  stop  locations  discourage  transferring  and  probably  any 
growth  at  these  sites.  New  facilities  will  need  to  be  constructed  for 
optimum  operation. 


(REVISED:  July  21,  1992) 
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AC  TRANSIT  - TRANSIT  CENTERS  DEVELOPMENT 


TABLE-2 

COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICE  PLAN 
TRANSIT  CENTER 

GEOGRAPHICAL  PROJECT  GROUPINGS 


Group  #1 


PRIORITY  I SITES  PRIORITY  II  SITES 

El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  Hilltop  Mall 

Contra  Costa  College  Richmond  BART 

El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART 


Group  #2  Fruitvale  BART 

Montclair 
Eastmont  Mall 


Oakland  West  BART 
Coliseum  BART 
Southshore  Shopping  Center 


Group  #3  San  Leandro  BART  South  Hayward  BART  Station 

Bay fair  BART 
Hayward  BART 
Chabot  College 


Group  #4  Union  City  BART 

Fremont  BART 
Irvington  BART 


Newark 
Newpark  Mall 
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(REVISED:  July  21,  1992) 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1992/93 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  - Landside  Access 

Improvements  - Design  Phase 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Design  improved  bus  and  auto  access  roadways, 

improve  internal  bus  circulation  and  loading  areas,  and  expanded  park 
and  ride  lot  capacity. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Passenger  Stations,  Passenger  Parking  Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  108,109  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  none 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING  (80%) : $200,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $50,000  SOURCE:  PCL  BONDS 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $250,000  for  design  phase 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  EIR/S  for  future 

construction  phase 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  77.115  (4) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code  Section  15303 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dp . 32.33 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
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impediments?  Reference  ) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  ___  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  would  overcome  two  barriers  to  future  growth  of 
Larkspur  ferry  ridership  by:  (1)  improving  traffic  and  pedestrian 
circulation  around  and  within  the  ferry  terminal,  with  emphasis  on 
transit  preferential  treatment;  and  (2)  expanding  the  park  and  ride  lot 
at  the  terminal. 

The  Larkspur  ferry  terminal  is  located  near  the  intersection  of  the 
two  most  heavily  used  highways  in  Marin  County:  U.S.  101  and  Sir  Francis 
Drake  Blvd.  During  the  afternoon  commute  hours  this  intersection 
operates  at  LOS  E and  F.  The  roadway  system  linking  the  ferry  terminal 
with  U.S.  101  and  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd.  becomes  saturated  with  cars 
and  shuttle  buses  leaving  the  terminal  parking  lot  after  the  arrival  of 
a ferry.  This  traffic  congestion  can  add  15  minutes  to  the  45  minute 
ferry  crossing  travel  time.  Feeder  bus  service  reliability  is  affected 
as  buses  are  caught  in  traffic  congestion  to  and  from  the  terminal. 
These  landside  traffic  problems  reduce  the  attractiveness  of  the  ferry 
commute.  In  FY  1992/93,  the  City  of  Larkspur  will  construct  minor 
modifications  to  the  intersection  of  East  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd.  and 
Larkspur  Landing  Circle  which  will  alleviate  existing  traffic  congestion 
at  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  exit.  This  intersection  capacity 
improvement  is  not  expected  to  acommodate  future  ferry  patronage  growth. 

About  80  percent  of  ferry  riders  arrive  at  the  ferry  terminal  by 
private  vehicles  and  park  and  ride.  The  terminal  parking  lot  was 
reconstructed  in  1989  to  make  more  efficient  use  of  the  parking  area. 
At  District  expense,  255  more  parking  spaces  were  created  bringing  the 
capacity  of  the  lot  to  1143  vehicles.  After  the  October  1989 
earthquake,  ferry  patronage  surged.  All  available  parking  was  utilized. 
This  event  illustrated  the  need  to  expand  the  parking  area  to  accomodate 
additional  demand  for  park  and  ride  facilities. 

The  District  has  participated  in  the  development  of  a Regional 
Ferry  Plan  which  addresses  the  improvement  of  existing  ferry  services  as 
well  as  the  need  for  new  services.  This  plan  provides  additional 
justification  for  landside  improvements  at  the  Larkspur  ferry  terminal 
necessary  for  the  recommnded  expansion  of  Larkspur  ferry  services. 

The  District  requests  funds  in  FY  1992/93  to  design  access 
improvements,  coordinating  with  the  City  of  Larkspur.  With  the 
cooperation  of  the  City,  and  securement  of  additional  funds  in  FY 
1993/94,  construction  would  follow  in  FY  1995/96. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  - Design  Access  Improvements 

Operator:  GGBHTD 

Date:  January  14,  1992 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  EIR/S  for  construction  phase 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  93 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


TASK  1: 
Design 


TASK  2: 
EIR 


TASK  3: Permit 
& Approvals 


TASK  4 .-Inter- 
Agency  Agrmts 


* * O 


TASK  5: 

Bid  & Award 


TASK  6: 
Construct 


* * * 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 


FY  93 


FY  94 


FY  95 


FY  96 


UMTA  SEC.  9 
UMTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


$200,000 


$50,000 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$250,000 
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METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 
1993  FEDERAL  TIP 

HIGHWAY/ARTERIAL  PROJECT  APPLICATION 
(Fill  out  one  form  for  each  project) 


DATE:  May  21.1992 

PREPARED  BY:  Lynnie  Melena.  Senior  Urban  Planner 

AGENCY:  City  of  Mountain  View 

PHONE:  (415)  903-6466 

PROJECT  SPONSOR: 

Sponsoring  Agency:  City  of  Mountain  View 

Implementing  Agency:  CalTrans/Peninsula  Commute  Service  Toint  Powers  Agency 
Operating  Agency:  Peninsula  Commute  Service  loint  Powers  Agency 


PROJECT  LOCATION: 

RAIL  CORRIDOR:  CalTrain  Corridor 
COUNTY— ROUTE: 

STATE  HIGHWAYS:  Post  Mile  Back:  Post  Mile  Ahead:  

CALTRANS  PPNO.  EA:  

ARTERIALS:  Length  of  project  (in  miles):  N/A 

Signals:  Yes /No  How  many? Coordinated  currently?  Yes /No 


LOCATION:  Describe  briefly  and  attach  a vicinity  map  and  a project  location  map 
labeled  with  county /route /project  limits. 

This  project  is  an  element  in  a new  CalTrain  station.  The  new  station  will  be 
located  near  the  interchange  of  Central  Expressway  and  San  Antonio  Road  in 
Moimtain  View.  Vehicular  access  will  be  via  Showers  Drive. 

Counties /Cities  affected /traversed: 

The  proposed  new  station  is  near  the  border  of  Mountain  View  and  Palo  Alto 
although  it  is  entirely  within  Mountain  View. 

Project  begins  at  (nearest  interchange  or  cross  street):  N.A. 

Ends  at  (nearest  interchange  or  cross  street):  N.A. 


- 385  - 


County /Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


Nothing  on  this  page  is  applicable  to  the  proposed  project 

DESCRIBE  CURRENT  FACILITY:  Attach  cross-section  diagram,  lane  diagram 
and/or  ramp  configuration,  labeled  with  county/route/project. 

Number  of  lanes  (mixed  flow /HOV/ turning /total): 

Width  of  shoulders: 

Presence  of  a median: 

Parking  allowed: 

Type  of  facility:  freeway/expressway/arterial  (circle  one) 

CURRENT  CONDITIONS:  (will  be  confirmed  with  Caltrans  data  on  State  highways) 

AVERAGE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  (most  recent  data  available,  in  thousands,  both 
directions): 


Not  Applicable  for  this  project 

Year  data  collected: 

Truck  ADT  or  % trucks,  if  available: 

% of  traffic  in  the  peak: 

Source  of  data: 

LEVEL  OF  SERVICE:  Not  Applicable  for  this  project 

Direction: 

Time  of  day: 

Duration  of  peak: 

LOS  during  the  peak: 

Method  of  LOS  calculation: 

Current  average  vehicle  occupancy  rate  during  the  peak  hour  (if  available): 
Source  of  data: 
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County /Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  ACCIDENTS  IN  THE  LAST  THREE  YEARS:  If  available,  data 
should  be  shown  per  million  vehicle  miles  traveled.  If  not  available,  indicate 
number  of  accidents  and  time  period.  Not  applicable. 

NUMBER  OF  FATALITIES  (over  3 years):  Not  applicable. 

If  concerned,  total  fatalities  over  6 years: 

Source  of  data: 


PROPOSED  PROJECT: 

BRIEF  DESCRIPTION:  Attach  schematic  drawing  of  improvements.  If  interchange, 
show  ramp  diagram.  If  widening,  show  typical  cross-section  and  lane  diagram. 

The  proposed  project  consists  of  providing  and  installing  six  passenger  shelters  and 
up  to  20  bicycle  lockers  at  the  San  Antonio  Caltrain  Station.  The  shelters  would  be 
placed  on  the  platforms,  and  the  bicycle  lockers  would  be  placed  either  adjacent  to 
the  platforms  or  as  near  as  possible  given  the  constraints  of  the  existing  right-of- 
way. 

Caltrans  has  received  federal  (Urban  Mass  Transit  Administration)  funding  and  is 
currently  designing  the  new  CalTrain  station.  This  station  wUl  replace  the  existing 
Castro  Station  near  Rengstorff  Avenue  0.8  mile  to  the  east.  The  federally  funded 
project  consists  of  realigning  the  existing  CalTrain  tracks,  constructing  two  new  600- 
foot  platforms  and  providing  for  safe  pedestrian  access.  The  federal  grant  does  not 
include  money  for  shelters  or  for  bicycle  lockers.  However,  pads  for  six  future 
shelters  are  being  designed  into  the  project  and  locations  for  bicycle  lockers  are  being 
studied,  should  funding  become  available. 

Auto  parking  is  to  be  provided  by  a private  developer  that  will  be  developing  a high 
density  residential  project  consisting  of  about  720  xmits  on  18  acres  of  land  next  to 
the  this  train  station.  This  residential  development  will  provide  for  integration  of 
transit  facilities,  including  Caltrain  rail,  bus  service  and  the  provision  of  transit  user 
parking  within  the  private  development.  The  City  is  prepared  to  provide  interim 
auto  parking  if  the  private  development  does  not  proceed  in  a timely  manner. 

This  project  for  providing  passenger  shelters  and  bicycle  lockers  at  the  San  Antonio 
Train  Station  has  the  support  of  the  Caltrans/Caltrain  staff. 
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County/Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


Number  of  lanes  after  improvement  (mixed  flow /HOV/ total):  N/A 

Addition  of  shoulders:  N/A 

Addition  of  medians:  N/A 

Addition  or  removal  of  parking:  N/A 

Type  of  facility:  freeway /expressway /arterial  (circle  one)  N/A 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  (attach  additional  pages  if  necessary):  Discuss  the  impact 
this  project  will  have  on  reducing  the  duration  and  extent  of  recurrent  or  incident- 
related  congestion,  relationship  to  improving  the  efficiency  of  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  System  (MTS),  the  effect  on  truck  traffic  or  other  freight  movement, 
and  how  many  additional  person-trips  will  be  accommodated. 

CONGESTION  REDUCTION:  1985,  Caltrans  conducted  a study,  "Evaluation  of 
Station  Oosure,  Creation,  Relocation  or  Development"  that  led  to  the  decision  to 
close  the  Castro  station  (at  Rengstorff  Avenue)  and  open  a new  station  at  San 
Antonio  Road.  The  study  estimated  that  "relocating  the  station,  providing  parking, 
and  significantly  improving  peak  period  service  (as  is  currently  planned  for 
CalTrain)  would  increase  ridership  by  an  estimated  tenfold  over  existing 
conditions"  (which  was  50  boardings  per  day  at  the  Castro  station  in  the  early  1980s). 

By  contributing  to  increased  train  ridership,  the  station  relocation  will  help  reduce 
congestion  in  the  Peninsula  north/south  highway  corridors  and  improve  the 
efficiency  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System.  The  new  station  would  have 
a commuter  shed  of  about  40,000  residents  including  western  Mountain  View, 
southeastern  Palo  Alto,  and  Los  Altos  via  direct  access  on  San  Antonio  Road.  In 
addition,  an  estimated  20,000  employees  would  be  served,  including  those  at  the 
Hewlett-Packard  facility  just  north  across  the  railroad  tracks  and  Central  Expressway, 
and  the  San  Antonio  Shopping  Center  to  the  south.  The  City  of  Moimtain  View 
has  approved  a high  density  housing  project  on  the  adjacent  Old  Mill  site.  This 
project  will  also  provide  the  parking  for  the  station. 

FREIGHT  MOVEMENT:  No  effect  on  roadway  or  rail  freight  movement. 
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County /Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


PERSON  TRIPS:  In  1990,  there  were  about  220  daily  boardings  at  the  Castro  Station. 
Assuming  that  the  number  of  boardings  will  increase  to  500  after  station  relocation 
(10  times  the  50  in  the  early  1980s),  there  will  be  an  additional  280  person-trips, 
which  translates  to  about  560  additional  person-trips. 

TUSTIFICATION  OF  SHELTERS  AND  BIKE  LOCKERS:  Shelters  are  needed  to 
protect  passengers  from  the  elements  while  waiting  for  trains.  They  will  provide 
comfort  and  convenience — which  are  two  elements  essential  to  attracting  riders 
away  from  autos  to  rail  transit.  Without  the  shelters,  the  only  protection  will  come 
from  the  San  Antonio  Road  overcrossing  which  is  at  the  western  end  of  the 
platform.  This  overcrossing  is  about  28  feet  above  grade  and  is  a poor  substitute  for 
a shelter.  Bicycle  lockers  are  needed  for  those  bicycling  to  the  station.  The 
availability  of  secure  bicycle  parking  is  a recognized  incentive  to  bicycling.  The  City 
of  Moimtain  View  has  constructed  a bicycle/pedestrian  imdercrossing  at  the  new 
station  location  to  encourage  bicycling. 


TIME  NEEDED  FOR  DELIVERY /IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE: 

Results  from  PYPSCAN,  if  available  for  State  highways. 

Indicate  the  duration  of  each  task  by  using  a bar.  Key  milestones  should  be 
highlighted. 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 

FY  1991-92 

FY  1992-93 

FY  1993-94 

FY  1994-95 

TASK  1:  Environmental — Including  Prelimi- 
nary Engineering 

June  1992  for 

station, 

which  would 

include 

platform, 

locker 

locations. 

TASK  2:  Plans,  Sp>ecifications  and  Estimates 

February  1993 

TASK  3:  Right-of-Way  Acquisition 

Not 

applicable 

TASK  4:  Advertisement/Bid/ Award 

April  1993 
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County/Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


TASKS:  Construction 

July  1993 

PROJECT  STUDY  REPORT  STATUS  (for  State  highway  projects  ONLY): 
Attach  a copy  (if  MTC  does  not  already  have).  Not  Applicable 
Approval  date: 

PSR  prepared  by: 

STATUS  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTATION: 

Level  of  documentation: 

( ) EIR/EIS 
( ) Negative  Declaration 

(X)  Categorical  Exemption  (For  station  relocation) 
Document  preparer:  Caltrans  District  4 
Approval  date  by  UMTA:  June  26, 1984 
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County  /Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


Outstanding  environmental  issues:  None 
Air  Quality  analysis  status:  N/A 

TSM/TCM  COMPONENTS:  Not  applicable  to  this  project. 

Does  the  project  include  HOV  lanes? 

Can  transit  be  accommodated  within  this  project?  If  so,  how? 

Will  this  project  tie  in  with  existing  or  proposed  TSM  measures?  If  so,  how? 
Does  the  project  include  ramp  metering  features? 

Does  the  ramp  configuration  include  HOV  bypasses? 

Does  the  affected  jurisdiction  support  ramp  metering? 

Does  the  project  coordinate  already  existing  signals? 

Does  the  project  improve  traffic  flow? 

SYSTEM  RELATIONSHIP: 

Is  the  project  on  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  as  defined  in 
MTCs  Regional  Transportation  Plan? 

Yes.  The  CalTrain  line  is  a transit  corridor  on  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
System. 

Will  this  project  result  in  gap  closure? 

Relocation  of  the  CalTrain  station  to  San  Antonio  Road  improves  the  spacing  of 
stations. 
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County /Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


SIGNIFICANT  SOCIAL/LAND  USE  IMPACTS:  Discuss  connection  of  job  centers  to 
residential  areas,  promotion  of  new  development  in  a currently  undeveloped  area, 
benefits  to  already  developed  areas,  impacts  on  open  space,  agricultural  lands  or 
wetlands.  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  review  (if 
applicable)  and  the  displacement  of  homes  or  businesses.  Detailed  analysis  is  not 
necessary,  but  any  major  issues  should  be  mentioned. 

There  are  no  significant  or  local  land  use  issues  relevant  to  the  shelters  or  the  bicycle 
lockers.  However,  the  station  relocation  is  closely  tied  to  the  redevelopment  of  the 
now  vacant  Old  Mill  specialty  shopping  center  with  up  to  720  units  of  higher  density 
housing. 


PUBLIC  SUPPORT/CONTROVERSY  FOR  THE  PROJECT,  if  significant: 

Has  public  notice  been  given  of  the  intention  to  pursue  this  project? 

There  has  been  periodic  newspaper  coverage  of  the  station  relocation.  In  addition, 
property  owners  within  300  feet  of  the  Old  Mill  project  have  received  legal  notice  of 
the  residential  development  project,  which  includes  the  200  parking  spaces  for  the 
station.  Bicyclists  have  periodically  urged  the  City  to  make  sure  there  is  bicycle 
parking  when  the  station  opens.  There  has  been  no  public  notice  concerning  the 
shelters.  Users  probably  expect  shelters  to  be  provided  and  will  strongly  lobby  for 
them  when  the  station  opens. 

RELATIONSHIP  TO  THE  CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  (CMP): 

Is  the  project  included  in  the  CMP  Capital  Improvement  Program? 

The  CalTrain  upgrade  is  in  the  Congestion  Management  Program,  but  the  program 
is  not  at  a level  of  detail  that  station  shelters  and  bike  lockers  would  be  cited. 

Will  LOS  or  transit  standards  on  the  CMP  network  be  improved  as  a result  of  this 
project? 

The  CMP  transit  standards  do  not  address  station  facilities. 


CONSISTENCY  WITH  THE  GENERAL  PLAN  OF  THE  COUNTY  AND/OR  CITY 
or  the  COUNTY-WIDE  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN  (if  applicable): 

The  new  San  Antonio  train  station  is  consistent  with  the  Draft  Mountain  View 
General  Plan  which  is  currently  (May/June  1992)  being  reviewed  by  the  Mountain 
View  Environmental  Planning  Commission  (Circulation  Chapter,  Figure  5,  p.  63). 
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County /Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


The  shelters  woiild  implement  Circulation  Action  20.a:  "Ensure  attractive,  well- 
lighted  comfortable,  and  protected  waiting  areas  for  bus  and  train  passengers."  The 
bicycle  lockers  would  implement  Circulation  Action  17.d  "Work  with  appropriate 
agencies  to  provide  adequate  bicycle  and  pedestrian  facilities  at  train  stations." 


WILL  ADJACENT  COUNTIES  AND/OR  CITIES  BE  IMPACTED?  If  so,  how?  Have 
they  been  consulted  regarding  this  project? 

The  relocation  of  the  train  station  will  have  positive  impacts  on  adjacent  cities.  It 
will  provide  more  convenient  service  to  south  Palo  Alto  and  to  northern  Los  Altos. 
Palo  Alto  has  participated  in  planning  for  the  station.  Parking  for  the  station,  and 
associated  traffic,  will  be  entirely  within  Moimtain  View. 


SPECIAL  CONDITIONS  (if  any):  NONE 


PROJECT  COSTS  AND  FINANCING  (Use  of  Department  of  Finance  Escalation 
Rates  is  required.)  There  will  be  no  appreciable  engineering  costs  associated  with  the 
shelters,  which  are  a standard  CalTrain  design,  or  the  bike  lockers. 

ESTIMATED  TOTAL  COST:  In  1992  $$  In  Esc.  $$ 

Preliminary  Engineering  

Right-of-Way  

Construction  Engineering  

Construction  S180.000  189.000 

TOTAL  S180.000  189.000 

Source  of  cost  estimate:  Caltrans  Rail  Management  Services  estimates  six  shelters 
will  cost  $165,000  ($27,500  each)  and  20  bike  lockers  will  cost  $15,000  ($750  each) 

Date  of  cost  estimate: 

Year  that  funds  are  escalated  to: 

Does  the  cost  estimate  include  Traffic  Operations  System  (TOS)  hardware? 

Does  the  cost  estimate  include  all  necessary  mitigations,  including  sound  walls, 
mitigation  during  construction  (if  a major  project)  and  ramp  metering?  Not 
applicable. 
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County/Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


FUNDING  SOURCES: 

Attach  City  Council /Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  for  locd  sources.  If  Sales  Tax 
funds  are  involved,  cite  most  recent  Strategic  Plan  to  demonstrate  funding 
commitment. 


City 
County 
Sales  Tax 

Private  (Nonpublic) 
Value  of  Donated  Land 
Other 


1992  $$  Esc.  $$ 


$ 36.000  37.800 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 


TOTAL  STP/CMAQ  REQUESTED  S 144.000  151.200 

Have  you  applied  for,  or  do  you  intend  to  apply  for  any  other  State  funds  for  this 
project  (e.g.,  TSM,  State/Local  Partnership  Program)? 

If  so,  what  is  the  status  of  that  application? 
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County /Project  Identifier:  San  Antonio  CalTrain  Station  Passenger  Shelters 

and  Bike  Lockers 


EXPENDITURE  PLAN:  USE  ESCALATED  DOLLARS 


($000s) 

FY  1991-92 

FY  1992-93 

FY  1993-94 

FY  1994-95 

TOTAL 

Surface  Transportation 
PE 

ROW 

CON 

$152,200 

$152,200 

Congestion  Mitigation/ Air  Quality 
PE 

ROW 

CON 

Local  Funds 

{Source:  ) 

PE 

ROW 

CON 

$37,800 

$37,800 

Other 

( ) 

PE 

ROW 

CON 

TOTAL 

$189,000 

$189,000 

5%  escalation  factor 
ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION: 
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Transit  Application  - Page  1 of  3 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY 

of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Santa  Rosa  CltyBus 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  East  Santa  Rosa  Transit  Station  Feasibility  Study 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Study  to  Identify  and  evaluate  sites  for  a transit 

transfer  station  In  east  Santa  Rosa;  serves  Santa  Rosa  CltyBus  and  Sonoma 
County  Transit. 


4. 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6-9 

TIP  PAGE 

REFERENCE 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$80,000 

SOURCE: 

STP/CMAQ 

7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH 

( 20%)  : 

$20,000 

SOURCE: 

STA/TDA 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$100,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  0 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  developm.ent  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _________ 

N/A 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  ____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

Study  to  be  conducted  by  private  sector  under  contract  to  the  City. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

XX  No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _________ 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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Attachment  6:  Transit  Application  - Page  2 of  3 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sect-nr- 
regarding  this  project?  secror 

XX_  No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  .yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

12 . ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  study  will  explore  potential  sites  for  a transit  transfer  facility  in 
east  Santa  Rosa  east  of  Brookwood  Avenue.  Currently,  Montgomery 
Village  shopping  center  is  utilized  as  a major  transfer  point  for  both 
Santa  Rosa  and  Sonoma  County  Transit.  The  Transfer  point  for  Santa  Rosa 
• is  located  on  Sonoma  Avenue.  Four  routes  converge  at  this  transfer 
point.  Sonoma  County  Transit  stops  on  Montgomery  Drive,  approximately 
one  block  away. 

The  bus  stops  are  located  within  the  travel  lanes  on  Sonoma  Avenue  and 
Montgomery  Drive.  No  bus  turnouts  are  provided.  In  addition,  pedestrian 
circulation  between  the  inbound  and  outbound  buses  on  Sonoma  Avenue  is 
difficult  due  to  the  need  for  passengers  to  traverse  the  busy  Sonoma  Avenue 
at  a mid-block  pedestrian  crossing. 

Development  of  a new  transfer  facility  in  east  Santa  Rosa  %rLll  provide 
passengers  with  a more  convenient  and  safe  place  to  transfer  between 
Santa  Rosa  and  Sonoma  County  Transit  and  in.thin  the  Santa  Rosa  system. 

This  study  will  evaluate  sites  in  terms  of  costs  for  land  acquisition 
(if  any),  necessary  improvements,  capacity  of  the  site,  and  accessibility 
by  both  CltyBus  and  Sonoma  County  Transit.  The  study  does  not  Include 
design  of  the  facility. 
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Attachment  6:  Transit  Application  - Page  3 of  3 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDPTURE  PLAN 

Project:  East  Santa  Rosa  Transit  Station  Feasibility  Study 

Operator:  Santa  Rosa  City  Bus 

Date:  May  29,  1992 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 

' (Further  clearances  marked  below  with  'o') 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE 

FY9  2/93 
01  02  03  04 

FY  93/94 
01  02  03  04 

FY  9 4/95 
01  02  03  04 

FY$/% 

01  02  03  04 

TASK  1: 

Sign  gEaut 
agrvHnpnt* 

— 

TASK  2: 

Issue  RFP  and 
select  consul  t3! 

It 

TASK  3: 

Conduct  stucfy 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (OOOS): 

FY9  2/93 

FY  93/94 

FY94/95 

FY  95/96 

UMTA  SEC.9 
UMTA  SEC.3 
fau/fai 

OTHER  FEDERAL 

STA/CMAQ 
STATE  TP&D 

$80,000 

ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  100  BONDS 
PROP  116  BONDS 
FOR 

STATE/LCL  PRTNR 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA (REG) 

LOCAL  (Specify: 
STA/TDA 

$20,000 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$100,000  0 

0 

0 

0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  92/93 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Santa  Rosa  CityBus 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  West  Santa  Rosa  Transit  Station  Feasibility  Study 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Study  to  identify  and  evaluate  sites  for  transit  transfer  station  west  of 
Hwy.  101;  serves  Santa  Rosa  CityBus,  Sonoma  County  Transit,  and  possibly 
Golden  Gate  Transit 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  6-9  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $80,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 2(ft)  : $20,000  SOURCE:  STA/TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $100,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS : 

NEPA  STATUS : N/A 

CEQA  STATUS:  N/A ' 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY)  : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  developnient  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _____  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

N/A 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference .) 

Study  to  be  conducted  by  private  sector  under  contract  to  the  City. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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Attachment  6:  Transit  Application  - Page  2 of  3 


d.  Have  ^ou  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
regarding  this  project? 


sector 


2—  No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference — 

(If  /yes,  ^how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

12 ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  study  will  explore  potential  sites  for  one  or  more  transit  transfer 
facilities  in  west  Santa  Rosa  in  the  area  bounded  by  H%jy.  101,  Northpoint 
Parkway,  Stony  Point  Road/Marlow  Road,  and  Guemeville  Road. 


The  Coddingtown  Regional  Shopping  Center  is  served  by  Santa  Rosa  CityBus 
(two  routes)  and  Sonoma  County  Transit  (two  routes).  The  existing 
transfer  facility  accommodates  only  two  buses  at  one  time  and  is  at 
capacity.  Continued  growth  in  this  area  of  Santa  Rosa  will  result  in 
the  need  for  additional  use  of  this  facility. 


Currently  all  CityBus  routes  begin  and  end  at  the  Transit  Mall  in 
downtown  Santa  Rosa.  As  the  City  has  gro%m  and  bus  patronage  increased 
it  has  become  increasingly  difficult  to  maintain  CityBus  service  focused 
on  only  one  transfer  point.  The  running  time  has  increased  to  the  point 
that  the  buses  are  frequently  behind  schedule.  Travel  patterns  are 
changing  with  north-south  trips  becoming  more  frequent,  so  that  having 
to  travel  downtown  to  make  a transfer  to  complete  a trip  has  become  a 
disincentive  to  bus  riders. 


Development  of  one  or  more  transfer  facilities  on  the  west  side  of  Santa 
Rosa  will  enable  CityBuses  to  provide  more  direct  service  between  the 
rapidly  growing  residential  areas  and  the  employement  and  activity  centers 
that  have  developed  on  the  west  side.  It  will  relieve  the  capacity  pressure 
at  the  downtown  Transit  Hall  since  all  routes  %rlll  not  have  to  come 
downtotm. 

The  transfer  center  will  provide  a more  convenient  connection  for  west 
side  residents  to  and  between  CityBus  and  to  Sonoma  County  Traxisit. 

This  study  will  identify  possible  sites  for  a transfer  station.  It  will 
evaluate  those  sites  in  terms  of  costs  for  land  acquisition  (if  any), 
necessary  improvements,  capacity  of  the  site,  and  accessibility  by  both 
CityBus  and  Sonoma  County  Transit.  The  study  does  not  include  design 
of  the  facility. 
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IMPLB^ENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENOrTURE  PLAN 

Project:  West  Santa  Rosa  Transfer  Station  Feasibility  Study 

Operator  Santa  Rosa  CltyBus 

Date:  May  29,  1992 


Initial  Gearances  Required: 

'•(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  'o') 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 

FY 92/93 
01  02  03  Oa 

FY  93/94 
Q1  02  03  04 

FY9  4/95 
01  02  03  04 

FY95755 

01  02  03  04 

TASK  1: 

Si^  grant 

apnpptnpnt* 

X 

TASK  2: 

t 

■X 

TASKS; 

Condurt  stucfy 

EXPENOrrURE 
PLAN  (OOOS): 

FY  92/93 

FY93/94 

FY94/95 

FY  95/96 

UMTA  SEC.9 
UMTA  SEC.3 
fau/fai 

OTHER  FEDERAL 

STP/CMAQ 
STATE  TPiO 
ARTIOLEXIX 
PROP  108  BONDS 
PR0P116B0N0S 
FOR 

STATEA.CLPRTNR 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGETOLLS 
STA  (OP) 
STA(REG) 

LOCAL  (specify: 
STA/TDA 

$80,000 

$20,000 

■ 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$100,000  0 

0 

0 

0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  Projects  Submitted  for  fY  1992-93 
of  MTC’s  Transit  Capital  Priorltias 

1.  Operator:  CITY  OF  NAPA 

2.  Project  Naraei  "CLEAN"  buses  for  Napa  Valley  Transit 

3.  Project  Description 

Purchase  6 clean  fuel  buses  for  Napa  Valley  Transit 


Project  Class:  Replacement,  Reliability jEnhanceraent,  Safoty 

5.  SRTP  Page  Reference;  tarr  Implementation  Fin ^*8®  Reference; 

pending 

6.  Propeaad  Federal  Funding:  $1,115,100  SOURCE:  ISTEA/CMAQ 

7.  Proposed  Local  Match:  $144,900  SOURCE  Prop.  116 

0.  Total  Project  Cost:  $1,260,000 

9.  Prior  FTA.  Funding:  none 

10.  Environmental  Document  Type  and  Status: 

NEPA:  Exempt 
CEQA;  Exempt 

11.  Compliance  with  Private  Sector  Participation  Requirements 
(Please  complete  for  annual  element  projects  only) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy 

xx_No  yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

b.  were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above 
named  project? 

^xx No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference; 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference;  ) 

c.  Are  there  iinpediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  projects? 

rr__ No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference; 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

XX No  Yes:  Reference: 
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"Cletn*  Buiai  for  Nao*  Valiev  Transit 


N»p«  VkUcy  TnutfK  wii  bcfua  tn  1991  u i deincyiitniioo  prefect,  pravitUfif  mlcfcUj  aervic«  coaoectioff  th«  citiet  of  the  Upper 
Vaiio;  witb  N^,  ind  tbe  aoutnem  pine  Of  ttie  County,  looludiiq;  teceu  to  medkil  IvUhiei  end  Oujor  tnmtfer  poioli  in  VetUjo.  Etceoc 
of  «(•  ttattw*  u ■ lUinonMntkMi  pn^t  and  (h«  dc«uc  of  loc«l  ^ii«8ak>as  to  aervicc  as  qaicU/  at  pouihb,  u«e<J  buses  have  been 
purchasMi  with  loeal  funds  ilar  tfaia  Kzvice. 


Napa  Valley  Txansit  hit  piovea  to  be  aucceMfut  in  promotiiis  cocOAMMe  ahemathras  for  wnrk  and  sc-hoo)  trips.  An  oewboard  uirvy 
in  March  of  1992  revealed  dtat  oearljr  half  of  sD  riden  are  using  die  but  to  go  to  woric  Of  echoo!  (piimarily  Napa  Valley  College).  In  addition. 
32%  of  rfelert  or>  (be  aarvey  day  had  4 car  availahk  for  the  irq>.  This  shows  that  NVT  has  S good  start  in  encoung log  ahemativs  Irsvet  for 
tmv»lle»  nmnu^lraDt  the  Valley,  m 1992,  NVT  vUl  tia|la  olTering  direct  eonneotions  to  the  VaQejo  Ferry  tonmnal,  thus  providing  soother 
La^mrtsnt  regieoat  lixik  . 


Alter  the  domonstritioa  period,  a permanent  fleet  wfll  be  needed,  aince  bunas  now  uasd  tw»  th«  »»rvio«  sm  b*tw»,Ki  10  snd  12  y*sr* 
old,  and  have  only  a 30  passenger  cipaci^.  On  some  nina  of  the  NVT,  busus  are  at  ClpieUy , pstticuUriy  si  3 -.00  pm  when  Napa  Valloy  CoIles« 
ciasaes  are  earfing.  A miiunuiu  of  m buses  will  foe  needed  to  maintain  uuirenl  levda  of  satvbe  during  the  planning  period  coveted  by  (hii 
ssptsl  program.  Currcqiiv,  flvt  busca  am  used  for  regular  Wfvioe,  one  of  which  is  I back-op,  Al  the  startup  of  Ntpi  Valiey  Transit,  frair 
bu«*a  wot*  ic  VM,  ons  of  wfakh  was  destroyed  by  5re,  Two  more  used  buses  have  been  obtained,  one  of  wilich  will  be  used  to  exlcnd  service 
to  the  VlUejo  ferry  Termlml  in  August,  1Q03.  Tbs  onglnsl  MrvisvptsB  mIW  for  vTvntliig  all  fevrbiun;i,  who  i»  foacK-itp.  However,  because 
the  syitcm  operates  only  one  tninklinc  route,  nioulng  over  40  anlas  linm  on*  mi  of  tb*  N*pa  V«li*y  to  th*  oiKor,  two  backups  am  needed  for 
rellabie  aerrice  - One  bus  for  back-vp  in  Napa,  and  one  for  the  back-op  ia  Cilbioss.  This  pUn  will  also  avoid  long  dudiieaa  iun«.  riiw*  sow 
segments  of  tire  route  begin  their  day  in  Calistogii.  and  odura  in  Nape.  AH  fonsM  wii  be  rotated  through  regular  service.  The  dx  claan-foel 
b'lies  wiii  be  nsed  to  hilhll  Oie  orig^  lervice  plan. 

£ :*  •jq>«oc»d  that  'oImh*  vehicles  uUlkuis’  alternative  AjcIb  will  foe  required  under  ftderal  and  state  air  quality  maodatea.  We  will 
cooperate  with  regicosl  efforta  to  find  the  hoot  aitsmativoi  an  *C'>Bacriii  and  efivifonmcxSal  penpeedve.  We  also  Ime&d  to  equip  the  new 
buses  (35  to  40  pasaeogor  cspacky)  with  bicycle  racim  to  coccatfage  bike/bus  trips.  At  required  hy  ADA,  all  saw  bu**«  will  b«  fully  aa»o*alble 
aad  equipped  With  voice  eohancemeiit  oquipmeni  to  fscilitata  calling  out  cF  major  stops  and  nansfrr  poinU. 

The  City  of  Maps ’a  Seclioo9  fjodn  wUi  be  fully  pmgriimued  for  capital  mplacemcot  needs  duiiilg  the  pianoifig  period.  Other  sources 
of  ftiading  wiC  foe  needed  for  the  caphal  needs  of  !TVT,  which  Includes  rolling  Sock.  It  is  the  imeit  of  th*  City  and  County  to  fhBy  maximize 
all  available  leiauic**  for  this  puipow,  wbil*  retsinir.g  auy  teaouieca  which  may  be  used  for  operating  ccpcnscs. 

TOT  AL  COST : $1 ,260,000  aO  buses  are  for  REPLACEMENT 
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Attachment  6:  Transit  Application  - Page  3 of  3 


iMPLBvlENTATlON  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDiTURE  PLAN 

Proi«ct:  NVT  CLEAN  BUSES 

Oparitor:  CITY  OF  NAPA 

Date: 


imtiei  Qcafancas  a#Quire<3;  NOME 
jFurinef  claa/ancaa  fTArkftr.  bari'iw  wfh  ‘o') 


1 fJPLEMSNTATlOM 
SCHEDULE: 

FYB3 

01  02  03  04 

[fY  94  IFV  95 

ioi  02  03  04  !qi  Q2  03  04 

FY9  I 

Qi  02  03  04 

jTASKi 

jDr’/ELOP  £PECS 

1 i 

1 

'TASK  2 
1 AWARD  BIDS 

1 

i 

! 

i 

1 

1 

1 

,TASK  3; 

i BUSES  INTO 
1 SERVICE 

1 

1 : 

i 

' X I 

i 

I 

i 

[EXPENDITURE 
!plAN  (0004): 

FY  93 

PY94 

FY9 

FY9 

|uMTA  3EC.9 
lUMTA  SEC.3 
|fau/fai  /cmaq 
:OTHER  FH5CRAL 

1 

1,008,000 

STATE  TP40 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  lOa  BONDS 

liniiif  irviinf 

state/lcl  phtnr 
othb^  state 

252,000 

BP'OCE  tolls 
STA  (OP) 

lE^A  (ncc) 

1 

'local  (spacily: 
! ) 

i 

1 

i 

ITC^AL  FUNDS 

1.  0 1 

1,260,00  0 1 

0 1 

0 i 

I N ' L 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  the  Annual  Element 
of  MTC's  FY93  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  REPLACE  ELECTRICAL  CORROSION  CONTROLS  (R-ELEC.PJW) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  critical  components  of  the  Transbay 

Tube's  cathodic  protection  system,  which 
prevents  corrosion  of  the  steel  outerskin. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  4 (Transit  Way)  and  21  (Safety) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1992  Financial  Plan  (p.  1)  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 2,080,000  SOURCE:  STP 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 520,000  SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 2,600,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Cat.  Exclusion:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (18) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cat.  Exempt:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

X No  Yes 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  Yes*  (will  be  competitively  bid) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No  Yes 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION:  j 

This  is  an  extraordinarily  important  replacement  project  because  of  its 
impact  on  passenger  safety  and  maintenance  of  the  single  most  expensive  | 
and  critical  asset  of  the  District.  As  proposed,  the  project  would  | 
rehabilitate  the  corrosion  control  systems  on  the  Transbay  tube  and 
nearby  structures.  The  tasks  included  are  as  follows: 

1.  the  replacement  of  anode  arrays  on  the  tube's  cathodic  protection  ’ 
system; 

2.  repair  of  the  BART  maintained  cathodic  protection  system  on  the  San  1 
Francisco  Ferry  Building  underpinning  over  the  approach  tunnels  I 
west  of  the  tube; 

3.  addition  of  insulation  to  the  track  fasteners  in  these  tunnels  to  i 
reduce  stray  electrical  current  and  its  resultant  corrosion; 

4 . inspection  of  the  outer  skin  of  the  tube  by  engineering 
consultants. 

Cathodic  protection  and  stray  current  control  are  the  only  means  of  ' 
minimizing  corrosion  of  the  3/8  inch  steel  outer  skin  of  the  Transbay 
tubes  and  its  connecting  structures.  Cathodic  protection  current  must 
be  maintained  to  minimize  corrosion,  and  the  anode  arrays  through  which  | 
current  is  applied  must  be  replaced  when  they  are  corroded  beyond 
usefulness.  The  BART  tracks  within  the  tube  carry  electrical  | 

propulsion  current;  therefore  they  must  be  insulated  to  prevent  current  | 
from  straying  from  the  rails  and  corroding  the  rails  and  other  metal  in 
the  path  back  to  the  substation.  The  insulation  in  the  San  Francisco 
approach  tunnels  has  deteriorated  and  has  resulted  in  additional  I 
electrical  current  leakage.  I 

Without  protection  the  tube  will  corrode  and  fail,  resulting  in  i 
unparalleled  service  disruptions  and  threats  to  passenger  safety.  There  | 
is  considerable  urgency  to  this  project,  in  that  it  is  known  that 
approximately  a third  of  the  installed  anodes  have  failed,  resulting  in  , 
an  uncomfortably  small  margin  of  protection. 

It  must  be  noted  that  electrical  current  leakage  will  increase  as  BART's 
extensions  program  increases  traffic  within  the  Transbay  tube.  If  the  I 
proposed  improvements  in  insulation  are  not  made,  corrosion  will  j 
accelerate  and  threaten  the  tube's  expected  life.  This  project  will, 
therefore,  permit  BART  to  increase  service  without  threatening  the  i 
integrity  the  District's  single  most  important  structural  asset. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  April  17,  1992 

Project:  Replace  Electrical  Corrosion  Controls 

Operator:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


1 1. 

1 IMPLEMENTATION! 

! 

FY  93  ! 

FY  94 

— 1 
! 

FY  95 

— I- 
1 

FY  96  ! 

1 SCHEDULE : j 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4! 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 o 
1 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4! 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 ! 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 Install  1 1 1 1 1 

1 first  set*  1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 i 1 1 

1 1 
1 Develop  1 

1 Specification! 

1 

1 

=== 

1 

! 

1 

_ 1 , 

1 

1 

1 

1 — - ! - 

! Bid/Award  ! 

1 1 

- 1 . 

! 

1 

- — — — 1 . 

===== 

1 

1 

1 

— 1 . 
! 

! 

1 ~ — ! ■ 
! Delivery  of  ! 

! second  set*  ! 

! 

1 

1 

— I . 

1 

1 

1 , 

=== 

■ ~ ! ■ 
1 
1 

1 1 
! Install  ! 

1 

1 ■ 

! 

1 

1 

1 • 
1 

— 1 

! 

1 

— 1- 

! second  set  ! 

1 1. 

*NOTE:  BART  currently  has  ten  anodes  in  storage  available  for 

installation.  The  balance  of  the  arrays  are  yet  to  be  acquired. 


! EXPENDITURE  ! 

-1 

! 

-1 

1 

■— 1 

1 

! PLAN  (000$) : ! 

FY  93 

! FY94 

! FY95 

! FY96 

! STP  or  NHS  ! 

748 

1 372 

! 960 

1 

1 

1 

1 BRIDGE  TOLLS  ! 

187 

! 93 

! 240 

1 

1 

1 — 

! TOTAL  FUNDS  ! 

935 

1 465 

-1 

1 1,200 
-1 

1 

! 

— 1 
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PROJECT  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  For  FY  92/93 
MTC  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  CalTrain 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  Ticket  Vending  Machines 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Conversion  to  a self-service  fare 

collection  system. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing  (12) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  42  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,500,000  SCL (pY  93)  SOURCE:  STP 

$2,248,000  SM 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%)  : $1  ,187,000-  (pY  93)  SOURCE:  116 

INTERCITY 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $5,935,000  (PY  93) 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X036:  $500,000 

UMTA  SEC.  3:  $4,514,164  (pending) 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS; 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  77 1 . 117 ( c) ( 19 ) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  £2 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

No.  X Yes ; SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to 
contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the 
private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No,  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Over  two  years  ago,  the  JPB  approved  in  concept  the 
conversion  of  the  PCS  to  a self-service  fare  collection 
system. 

Under  this  system,  tickets  would  be  purchased  from  ticket 
vending  machines  at  stations  and  randomly  inspected  by 
authorized  personnel  aboard  trains.  The  need  for  ticket 
agents  at  stations  and  conductors  would,  therefore,  be 
eliminated.  Conductor  personnel  could  be  used,  instead,  to 
inspect  tickets,  on  a random  basis,  for  proper  payment. 

Full  implementation  of  a self-service  fare  collection  system 
is  expected  to  reduce  operating  costs  by  $2.1  million 
annually. 

The  ticket  vending  machines  would  include  the  following 
features:  credit/debit  card  acceptance,  magnetic  encoding 

capabilities,  data  collection  (including  ridership  and  fare 
data) , and  security  alarms  and  lighting.  The  machines  will 
be  capable  of  dispensing  all  tickets  currently  used  by  the 
PCS,  as  well  as  transfers/tickets  to  all  connecting  transit 
systems,  allowing  passengers  to  complete  a multi-mode 
transit  trip  with  one  ticket.  In  addition,  the  existing 
monthly  ticket  with  a Peninsula  Pass  will  be  issued  as  a 
magnetically  encoded  credit  card-size  ticket,  compatible 
with  Muni  and  BART  (within  San  Francisco)  fare  gates.  The 
machines  will  also  include  provisions  for  issuing 
magnetically  encoded  stored  value  tickets  for  future 
coordination  with  BART.  This  feature  has  important  regional 
fare  coordination  implications. 

Phase  I of  the  project,  which  is  currently  underway,  entails 
manufacture  and  installation  of  11  ticket  vending  machines 
as  a demonstration  to  test  passenger  acceptance  and  machine 
reliability.  As  part  of  the  phase,  three  machines  will  be 
installed  at  the  Tamien  Station.  Due  to  the  requirement  for 
early  delivery  (the  Tamien  Station  will  not  be  staffed) , 
these  machines  will  initially  accept  cash  only  and  will  not 
have  magnetic  coding  capabilities.  The  credit/debit 
features  will  be  added  at  a later  date  when  the  necessary 
banking  arrangements  are  completed  and  the  machines  will  be 
upgraded  to  magnetic  coding  when  funds  become  available. 

The  remaining  eight  (8)  machines  under  this  contract,  which 
will  be  installed  at  select  stations  in  all  three  counties, 
will  be  complete  in  Winter  1992. 
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Funding  is  currently  programmed  in  FY  92/93  for  Phase  II  of 
the  project.  It  entails  the  acquisition  of  55  additional 
machines,  which  will  complete  the  installation  of  machines 
at  27  stations  (a  minimum  of  two  machines  will  be  installed 
at  each  station).  SCCTD  has  programmed  funds  in  FY  92/93 
for  acquisition  of  11  machines  for  the  Gilroy  extension,  two 
for  each  station  and  one  spare  machine.  Stand  alone 
validators  will  also  be  purchased  with  this  funding  and 
installed  at  stations  to  ensure  passengers  can  quickly  and 
conveniently  validate  their  tickets  before  boarding  trains. 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
PROJECT:  Ticket  Vending  Machines 

Operator:  CalTrain 
Page:  4 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


' IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE 

FY  92/93 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  93/94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  94/95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95/96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

II 

FY  96/97  ! 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  |: 

TASK  1: 
CONTRACT 

X 

TASK  2: 

CONTRACT  AWARD 

X 

1 TASK  3: 
PRODUCTION 

X X 

X X 

TASK  4: 
INSTALLATION 

X X 

1 

D:  Clearance  and  Approvals: 


EXPENDITURE 

PLAN 

FY  92/93 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  96/97 

FTA  SECTION  9 

3,670,778 

FTA  SECTION  3 

OTHER  FED 

STATE  TP  & D 

ARTICLE  XK 

RAIL  BONDS 

1 PCL  BONDS 

$917,695 

INTERCITY  • 

STA* 

LOCAL  FUNDS 

SOURCE; 

I SALES  TAX 

j TOTAL  FUNDS 

$4,588,473 

Proposition  108  Rail  Bonds,  State  Intercity  TCI  and  Amtrak  contribution;  subject  to  refinement. 
Match  provided  in  previous  years 


( 

i 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  FY  1994 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


OPERATOR:  Livermore/ Amador  Valley  Transit  Authority 
PROJECT  NAME:  Seven  (7  ) bART  Feeder  Buses 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  Seven  ( 7)  standard  40  foot 

buses  and  equipment  with  STP  funds,  of  15  buses  total. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  1 New  Revenue  Vehicles 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  5-7,  6-4  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE; 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,472,872  SOURCE:  Section  9 + STP 

[$1,735,400  SOURCE:  STP] 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 20%) : $868,218  SOURCE:  BT 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,341,090 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal. Admin  Code,  Section  15301 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy; 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  name  project?: 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _ 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  _) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  Private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


Ho.  Yes:  SRTP  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 

Reference  ) 

2.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

,^VTA  requires  fifteen  expansion  buses  to  respond  to  two  changes  on  the 
orizon;  BART's  rail  extension  to  Dublin/Pleasanton,  and  local  and 
egional  congestion  management  measures. 

verview  of  Project  Need 

jrrent  BART  extension  plans  call  for  extending  rail  service  to 
Jblin/Pleasanton  in  1995,  with  service  beginning  in  early  FY1996. 
lis  extension  would  include  a station  in  East  Dublin  which  is  forecast 
D serve  approximately  15,000  daily  patrons. 

WTA  feeder  service  to  the  new  station  is  a key  element  in  BART's 
Derating  plan.  The  forecast  indicates  that  16  percent  of  BART's 
atrons  using  this  station  would  arrive  by  public  transit,  yielding  a 
aily  patronage  projection  of  2,400  riders.  New  feeder  services  on  the 
WTA  system  sill  serve  the  majority  of  these  riders. 

WTA  currently  operates  key  routes  every  30  minutes  during  peak 
ariods,  while  BART  trains  will  operate  an  average  of  every  15  minutes 
aring  peak  times.  As  BART  expands  service  into  the  Amador  Valley,  one 
f LAVTA's  key  roles  will  be  to  provide  compatible  feeder  service  to 
nd  from  BART  trains.  This  goal  is  also  consistent  with  the  Alameda 
Dunty  Congestion  Management  Plan,  as  well  as  local  Transportation 
/stems  Management  ordinances,  and  the  goals  of  the  California  Clean 
ir  Act. 

- a minimum,  LA VTA  will  be  required  to  increase  bus  service  frequency 
3 BART  stations  during  peak  periods  to  15  minutes  along  selected 
Dutes  in  Dublin  and  Pleasanton,  and  on  the  intercity  service  offered 
/ Line  10. 

1 addition  to  increases  in  weekday  frequencies,  Saturday  and  Sunday 
atronage  is  expected  to  increase  by  as  much  as  25%.  Sunday  service 
Duld  be  expanded  to  present  Saturday  service  levels  to  meet  this 
ncreased  demand,  and  Saturday  frequencies  will  also  be  increased  to 
aet  BART  schedules. 

rom  LAVTA  SRTP  page  5-7 

assenaer  Benefits 

ais  project  will  increase  LAVTA's  fleet  from  34  buses  to  49  buses,  a 
1%  increase  in  service  capacity.  Additionally,  it  will  greatly 
acrease  passenger  convenience  by  creating  frequent  direct  service  to 
ad  from  the  BART  stations  and  major  employment/ shopping  centers.  This 
ill  allow  people  coming  into  the  valley  direct  access  to  their  jobs 


d offer  further  incentive  to  take  public  transportation. 
qjonal  Goals 

is  project  enhances  regional  goals  by  significantly  relieving  auto 
ngestion  on  major  transportation  thoroughfares  in  LAVTA's  service 
ea.  For  example,  the  BART  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
blin/Pleasanton  Extension,  states  that  local  intersections  will  not 
ach  unacceptable  congestion  levels  based  on  the  assumption  that  LAVTA 
11  offer  the  feeder  service  described  above.  If  buses  are  not 
ailable  for  this  service,  congestion  in  the  valley  will  probably 
ach  unacceptable  levels. 

ditionally,  this  project  improves  interoperator  coordination  between 
RT,  CCTA  and  LAVTA.  The  new  BART  station  will  provide  a perfect 
portunity  to  create  a transit  hub  among  the  three  operators, 
wever,  for  this  hub  to  be  effective,  LAVTA  must  be  able  to  offer  the 
propriate  level  of  service  into  and  out  of  the  station. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Fifteen  Feeder  Buses  to  BART 
Operator : LA VTA 

Date:  24-Apr-92 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION  FY  94 
SCHEDULE:  Q1  Q2  Q3 

TASK  1: 

Develop  specs  X 

& Go  out  for  bid 
TASK  2: 

Award  Contract 


FY  95  FY  96 

Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

X 


X 


TASK  3: 

Take  Delivery  X 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$): 

FY  94 

FY  95 

UMTA  SEC.  9 .. 

UMTA  SEC. 3 
FAU/FAI  > 

OTHER  FEDERAL^ 

3,472,872 

STATE  TP&D 

(current  STP 
request  of 

ARTICLE  XIX 
ppnp  1 0R  RnunR 

$1,736,400) 

PROP  108  BONDS 
PROP  116  BONDS 
FCR 


STATE /LCL  PRTNR 
OTHER  STATE 


BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 

$868,218 

LOCAL  (specify: 

) 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

0 

4 ,341,090 
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Attachment  6:  Transit  Application  - Page  2 of  3 


d.  Have  ^ou  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  i 
regarding  this  project? 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 


(If  /yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Referenc 


.) 


12 ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


h 


This  project  will  rehabilitate  up  to  nine  of  Santa  Rosa’s  twelve-year-old  buses.  The 
rehabilitation  will  include  new  clean-fuel,  low-emission  drive  trains  which  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  requirements;  addition  of  one  wheelchair  tie-down  to  comply  with  ADA 
requirements  of  two  tie-downs;  replacement  of  floors  and  other  minor  body  work.  This  will 
extend  the  lives  of  the  buses  at  least  six  years. 


i 

I 
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IMPL31ENTATTON  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENOfTLIRE  PLAN 

Project:  Rehabilitation 

Operator  City  of  Santa  Rosa 
Date:  August  21,  1992 


Initial  Clearances  RaquireO: 

'•(Further  clearances  marlted  below  with  *o') 


IMPLEMENTATION 
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0 
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